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THE PRClBLl!M 
1. Need for Study 
A woman pleys varied roles during her lifetime which change with 
successive stages in the life cycle. Social changes in the last two 
decades have varied these roles still further. For these reasons ef-
fective education for women presents a singularly complex problem. As 
a woman educator, the writer chose the present problem because of her 
interest in women's education in general and her own field of home eco-
nomics in particular and because of her interest in the effect of social 
stratification as a factor in socialization. 
Home economics is only one field of many possible ones suited to 
the needs of todey's woman; however, it offers much in the wey of a broad 
general education, along with a better understanding of the family and 
its problems in a society where the family is primarily a consumption 
unit rather than a production group. Still further, it provides education 
for varied professional careers. With women representing one third of the 
labor force todey-,1 aild with more than half of these women married and 
living with their husbands, it becomes clear that all three types of edu-
cation are important to women. The American Association of University 
l"What's New About Women Workers?", U. S. Dept. of Iabor, Leaflet 
18, (Washington: U. S. Government Printing Office, Rev. 196o). 
1 
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Women made a survey in 1948 of its members. The graduates who most 
consistently mentioned the value of their college education were the 
majors in home economics.l 
Despite the advantages already noted, enrollment in home economics 
in colleges and universities has fluctuated considerably in the last decade. 
In 1949-50 the Office of Education reported 42,777 undergraduate majors 
in 4o8 institutions, with 8,190 bachelors' degrees granted in 391 insti-
tutions.2 In 1955, although the number of institutions replying to the 
Office of Education's query rose to 453, the number of undergraduate majors 
dropped to 4o,852.3 The most recent statistics available show an upward 
trend although both the 41,901 undergraduate majors4 and the 7,882 bachelors' 
degrees granted in 1956-575 are lower than the comparable figures for 
As a home economist, the writer is interested not only in discovering 
whether the home economics programs in the institutions studied are con-
sidered effective by graduates, but also to learn whether socio-economic 
status is a factor in the student-institution complex which affects the 
program 1 s usefulness. The complexity of the problem is suggested by 
Joseph A. Kahl who notes the need for severely limiting the factors 
involved. He says: 
lR. W. Cautley, "American Association of University Women Study: 
Members Look at College Education" (Washington, 1949), cited in Mabel 
Newcomer, A Cent of Hi er Education for American Women, (New York: 
Harper and Brothers, 1959 , p. 219. 
2 "Home Economics in Degree-Granting Institutions, " U. S. Department 
of Health, Education and Welfare, Division of Vocational Education, Misc. 
2557, (Washington: U. S. Government Printing Office, Rev. 1950), pp. 1-4. 
3qp.cit., Rev. 1956, p. 1. 
5Ibid., p. 10. 
4Qp.cit., Rev. 1958, p. 1. 
Sociological research finds it difficult to handle with precision 
anything as complicated as a "class order" or a "status order". The 
empiricist knows that each of these concepts is in turn composed of 
several variables, and to study the real world around him, he needs 
devices that measure only one thing at a time.l 
In the present study a number of variables are considered as indices to 
the tangible concept of socio-economic status. It is believed that an 
analysis of this one factor can make a significant contribution to recruit-
ment of students, to holding students once enrolled, and to the satisfaction 
of graduates. 
Home economics has made sane of its greatest contributions during 
crises such as depressions and wars.2 This might suggest a relationship 
between the effectiveness of the program and the level of the economy, 
which is, no doubt, reflected in the socio-economic status of individual 
families. Furthermore, home economics of necessity deals with the values, 
the decisions, and the goods and services which culminate in the individual 
family's standard of living. These two facts may have been instrumental 
in the writer's choosing socio-economic status as the factor for analysis. 
Three other influences were, however, more immediate. Questions 
raised by critics and proponents of home economics alike first aroused 
interest in the topic. For example, should equipment in home economics 
departments or colleges be of the most recent design to familiarize the 
student with what is available, or does this practice make the student 
dissatisfied with what she herself may be able to afford? Should standards 
1Joseph A. Ka.hl, The American Class Structure, (New York: Rinehart 
and Co., Inc., 1957), p. 
2
"Home Economics New Directions, A Statement of fuilosophy and 
Objectives" 1 (Washington, D. C.: .American Home Economics Association, 
June 1959), p. 14. 
of table service be based on what students do in their homes or should 
there be an attempt to raise these standards? Is the practice of making 
written schedules unrealistic in terms of what homemakers do, or is it an 
a.na.lTtical experience which illustrates principles which can later be 
applied without being written? Is it too idealistic to interpret that 
democracy in the hame extends to allowing children a part in major 
financial decisions? Is their exclusion from such decisions depriving 
them of a valuable learning experience? Should paid service be used in 
home management houses or should all labor be provided by students? Is 
paid service justifiable because it provides an opportunity for students 
to supervise or is it provided so that work will not be too onerous? 
ihe second influence was a doctoral dissertation by Dorothy Greey 
Van Bartell dealing with homemaking concepts, practices, and attitudes 
in two social class groups. ibis study raised a number of' questions: 
What social class level is reflected in home economics curricula? How 
does it correspond to the level of the students enrolled? Although 
attendance at college might be presumed to imply membership in the upper 
middle class, the increase in the proportion of' high school students 
attending college might make this a false assumption. 
Allison Davis emphasizes the extreme importance of social class not 
only upon what is taught but also upon the effect of what is taught u;pon 
the learner. Davis S!liYS, "ihe pivotal meaning of social classes to the 
student of behavior is that they limit and pattern the learning environ-
ment; they structure the social 'maze 1 in which the child learns his 
lDorothy Greey Van Bartel, "Hamemaking: Concepts, Practices and 
Attitudes in Two Social Classes" (Doctoral Dissertation, University of' 
Chicago, l954) . 
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habits and meanings."l Davis's observations are particularly pertinent 
to the very young child. 7he question arises, however, whether a 
learning situation will be limited by a wide variance between the social 
class level of the learner and that implicit in the learning situation. 
2. Theoretical Background 
Sociological theory of reference group behavior proposes that social 
mobility is achieved by an individual or group taking as a reference 
group a non-membership group, presumably one in a more desirable position. 
Robert K. Merton and Alice Kitt, 2 in reformulating findings from "The 
American Soldier" in the language of reference group theory, hypothesize 
that attitudes of conformity to the official mores of the a.J:'Icy" can be 
described as a positive orientation to the norms of a non-membership 
group taken as a frame of reference and that this behavior is re'Wa.I"ded. 
Positive orientation to non-membership reference groups may prove 
functional to the individual exhibiting this behavior by aiding his rise 
to that out-group and by increasing the rapidity of his adjustment to 
the group after achieving its status. Such positive orientation to an 
out-group, or anticipatory socialization, is functional for the individ-
ual only within a relatively open social structure which allows mobility. 
It ~ prove dysfunctional for the solidarity of the group to which he 
presently belongs. It is suggested that fUrther study is needed to 
lAJ.lison Davis, Social Class Influence on Learni , The Inglis 
Lecture 191J8, (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1952 , p. 10. 
2aobert K. Merton and Alice Kitt, "Contributions to the Theory of 
Reference Group Behavior, " in studies in the Scope and Method of the 
American Soldier, Robert K. Merton and Paul S. Ie.zarsfeld, Editors, 
(Glencoe, Illinois: 7he Free Press, 1950). 
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determine which social processes initiate, sustain, or curb such orien-
tations. 
Since a woman's socio-economic status is more dependent upon that 
of her father or her husband than upon her own achievements, little re-
search has dealt with the topic of anticipatory socialization among women. 
'.!hat her qualifications ma:y be significant in determining the extent of 
mobility of her husband is noted by William H. Whyte, Jr.,l in his de-
scription of the ideal wife for an executive and by Warner and Abegglin2 
in their study of mobility into the business elite. 
One of the social processes which has been closel;y" associated with 
socialization and with social stratification is that of education. 
Barber sa;ys : 
Such socialization agencies [schoolJ obviousl;)r have an important 
bearing on the processes of social mobility in all societies in which 
they exist. For what the individual learns in schools, like what he 
learns at home from his famil;y", weighs heavil;)r in determining which 
relativel;y" full-time, functionalJ.;y significant social roles he will 
be able to fill. Hence the importance of the schools in determining 
whether the individual will be able to maintain the social class 
position into which he was born, sink into a lower one or rise to a 
higher one.3 
Barber highlights the significance of education in mobility, but 
his last statement indicates that the movement is not alwa;ys upward. 
What part does the social class level of the educational program pla;y in 
determining this? 
lwilliam H. Whyte, Jr., Is Anybody Listening? (New York: Simon 
and Schuster, 1952), pp. 152-154. 
2w. IJ.oyd Warner and James C. Abegglin, Big Business Leaders in 
America, (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1955), pp. 81-82. 
3Bernard Barber, Social Stratification, (New York: Harcourt, 
Brace and Co., 1957), p. 391. 
• 7 
West1 states that education is not just one, but the~ remaining 
prop to equality of opportunity in the twentieth century. Both West and 
Kahl2 note that education is no longer merely a means of acquiring skills 
necessary to achieve a particular status, but that it has became a 
criterion for class position as well. The upper middle-class has been 
described as "The Diplana Elite."3 
The present study is based on the assumption that a graduate will 
consider her college home economics background useful if it has enabled 
her to move upward in the social scale, to reinforce her present status 
if it is favorable, or to help her adapt to the diversified roles she is 
required to enact. Fbr a program to meet these criteria, it would appear 
that the program should represent a higher cultural sub-class level than 
that typical of the students enrolled. The focus of home economics is 
upon the home, the family and its activities along with pre-professional 
education in varied fields which are an extension of family living. It 
is not surprising that such programs have implicit in their teachings 
values and practices representative of a socio-economic level or levels 
just as do individual families. This level or levels may or may not 
coincide with those of the students. 
On the basis of this discussion of the theoretical background of 
the study, it is apparent that although it has been assumed that education 
lPa.tricia Salter West, "Social Mobility Among College Graduates," 
in Class, status, and Power, Reinhard Bendix and Seymour Lip set, Editors, 
(Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 1953), p. 465. 
20p.cit., p. 277. 
3vance Packard, The status Seekers, (New York: David McKay Company, 
Inc., 1959), pp. 37-38 • 
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aids in the social mobility of wanen as it does for men, little empirical 
evidence is available to sUbstantiate this assumption. Further, there is 
little or no knowledge concerning the effect of the woman's socio-eco-
nomic level in determining whether a particular educational program will 
prove functional or dysfunctional for her. The present study attempts to 
shed :t'urther light u;pon the concepts of anticipatory socialization and 
reference group behavior. In emphasizing the distance between the level 
represented by an individual and that of the group to which she presumably 
aspires the study ~ clarity one of a number of factors determining 'Why 
educational programs as tools of socialization prove functional for some 
and dysfunctional for others. Thus the present study might add to 
existing theory. 
3· statement of Problem 
The purpose of this study is to identity the socio-economic level 
implicit in three collegiate programs under examination as well as the 
socio-economic status of the students enrolled in these programs, and 
to determine the extent to which the distance between the two levels has 
affected the usefulness of the program to the students since their gradua-
tion. 
The present study tests the hypothesis that collegiate home eco-
nomics programs tend to be functional or dysfunctional in relation to the 
distance between the cultural sub-class level of the student and that of 
the collegiate program. This relationship ~ be more explicitly stated 
thus: When the home econanics program represents an upper middle-class 
level and is a constant, and when the socio-economic levels of the various 
students are placed on a continuum ranging from low to high, representing 
9 
the independent variable, the use:t'u.lness of the program becomes a dependent 
variable. 
It is predicted that for students at the lower end of the continuum 
representing socio-economic status, the program will prove dysfunctional 
since either they will not aspire to the level it represents or they will 
be frustrated because they cannot achieve it. As the socio-economic level 
of the student approaches that of the program, the use:t'u.lness of the 
program to the student increases at a decreasing rate until the point of 
maximum function is reached when the socio-economic level of the student 
is slisJlt}¥ below that of the program. When the socio-economic level of 
the student is equal to or above that of the program, its use:t'u.lness 
decreases at an increasing rate, althousJl never reaching the point of 
actual dysfunctign. 
The study deals with graduates of three institutions in southern 
New England which grant the bachelor's degree in home economics. The 
institutions vary in type thus providing a larger range of status positions 
than would otherwise be true. One is a private women's college in a 
metropolitan setting; the second is a state college for women with a 
teaching emphasis; and the third is a land-grant university which is by 
virtue of its origin coeducational. All three are relative}¥ small 
institutions. 
Because the data were collected in interviews held in the partici-
pating graduates' homes, the geographical location of respondents of 
necessity has been limited to Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Rhode Island. 
Information concerning the program was collected in relation to the home 
management residence course both at the present time and in retrospect 
for the period when the individual respondents were in college. AlthousJl 
10 
not every home economics student is required to live in the home 
mana.gement house, this course, probably more nearly than BifY other 
single one, provides an index to the socio-economic level implicit in 
the program at a given institution. 
The study requires an evaluation by the young woman of the useful-
ness of her home economics background. For this reason, women 'Who have 
been graduated from college not more than ten nor fewer than five years 
were chosen. It has been assumed that the graduate has became established 
in this period of time and yet maintains enough closeness to her college 
experience to judge its effectiveness. Because the large majority of the 
respondents are married women with young children, the effectiveness of 
their professional background has received less emphasis than had the 
respondents been selected from various age groups. The information 
gathered in the interviews has provided an index to the socio-economic 
level of the graduate's family at the time she was in college, her present 
socio-economic status, and her evaluation of the usefulness of the program 
to her. 
4. Procedure 
The sample was composed of 15 graduates from each institution or 
a total of 45 respondents. Idsts of all graduates in home economics for 
the period 1950-1954 'Who were known to be living in southern New England 
and 'Who had lived in the home management house were obtained from the 
three institutions. The sample was drawn using a table of random numbers 
developed by George W. Snedecker.l It was necessary to draw a total of 
lGeorge W. Snedecker, Statistical, MethoO.S, (Ames, Iowa: Iowa 
State College Press, 19W) , pp. 10-13. 
ll 
74 names to achieve the sample of 45 respondents. The interviews were 
arranged by correspondence.l In eight cases letters were returned un-
delivered or no answer was received. Fbur graduates proved to be ineli-
gible because they were not home economics majors, had not lived in the 
home management house, or an error had been made in the year of graduation. 
One had been a home management house adviser since graduation and had been 
interviewed in that capacity. Seven lived no longer in southern New 
England, and ten refused to participate. Of the latter grou;p, one cited 
a fami:cy crisis, another was to be out of town during the period of the 
interviews, and a third said she was too busy. The other seven gave no 
reasons for their refusal. 
Between March 26 and April 1, 1900, interviews were held with the 
seven resident or former advisers of the home management houses of the 
three participating institutions. One institution has two such houses, 
but in one of these two the same adviser served during both time periods 
involved in the study. It was assumed that changes have taken place in 
the practices typical of the home management houses as well as in the 
homes of the graduates since 1950 to 1954. For this reason data were 
collected for both periods of time. 
Between April 1 and July 13, 1900, interviews were held in the 
homes of 45 graduates 'Who met the criteria of the sample. Of the group, 
on:cy three were single women; none was divorced. Code numbers for the 
respondents were arranged according to the participants from each institu-
tion rather than in the chronological order of the interviews. Re-
spondents 1-15 are graduates of the teachers college for women; code 
1See Appendix, pp. 120-121. 
numbers 21-35 represent the graduates of the private women's college; 
and numbers 41-55 represent the land-grant university. 
Four instruments, labelled Parts A, B, c, and D, were used in the 
interviews. Part Al includes background information for purposes of 
classification. The major portion of Part A, however, is devoted to 
12 
information concerning the socio-economic level of the graduate's family 
at the time she was in college and the socio-economic level of her home 
at present. Five major criteria for determining the socio-economic level 
have been employed. They are: I) occupational and educational data for 
parents, the graduate herself and her husband, if she is married, 2) 
physical setting and material possessions, 3) the amount of conscious 
planning and those who participate, 4) the amount of paid help available 
to the homemaker, and 5) practices in the home related to food. Each of 
the five criteria is covered by same of the items in Part A. The last 
four criteria are applied to the collegiate programs as well. 
The socio-economic rating of the graduate based upon the occupational 
and educational background of her father and her husband have been derived 
by the use of Hollingshead's two-factor index of social position.2 The 
two factors of occupation and education have been chosen by Hollingshead 
because occupation is presumed to reflect the skill and power individuals 
possess as they perform the ma.n;y maintenance functions in the society, 
and education is believed to reflect not only knowledge but also cultural 
tastes. A scale score based upon a detailed description of the occupation 
1see Appendix, pp. 86-96. 
2August B. Hollingshead, Two Factor Index of Social Position, (New 
Haven, Connecticut: By the author, 1957), ll pp. 
13 
of the head of the household and a second scale score for education were 
derived from classifications set up by Hollingshead. The occupational 
score was then given a weight of seven and the educational score a 
weight of four and the two weighted scores were totaled. The final 
scores were then arranged in a continuum. Hollingshead reports that 
they may be used as a continuum or divided into groups of scores. His 













For comparison of the use:fulness of the program to the graduate 
with her socio-econanic status at each period, the classes suggested by 
Hollingshead have been used. However, when the degree of change in social 
status between the two periods is under consideration, the ratings have 
been placed on a continuum and changes have been classified as movement 
downward, no change, upward movement, and decided upward movement. 
The section of Bart A dealing with home practices and experiences 
provides another index to socio-econanic status. Each item has been given 
a weight based on the opinion of five home econanists.2 Weights have been 
assigned both for the period when the respondents were in college and for 
the present. These weights when compared, indicate that there has been 
an upgrading in the standard of living in the past five or ten years and 
that in same cases the same practice reflects a different socio-economic 
status in the two periods. 
1Ibid.' p. 10. 
2See Appendix, p. 122. 
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E;:1ch r::.er:ber of the 1-reighting panel waG aG~-;:ed to rate o,n iter::. ) il 
it reflected a high social status, 1 if it rec'lected o. lrn< socio.l status, 
and 3 if it reflected niddle class or vas so videspreo.d ,_, practice tho.t 
it 1-rould not dii':Lerentio.te beh1een classes. 1/eig.'l-ts o:c 2 and h vere to 
represent internediate ratings. As vas to be expected, the agreer:ent 
anonc the five panel r.:enbers 1l2.S not decisive in ever:l case u..nd a bc..sis 
for de-ternining final veights based on their scores 1-ras proposed.l 'The 
:iive veights nm1 represent degree of agreeJ;,ent o:i the panel on tl1e status 
significance of a particular item in differentiating bet1<ecn high, lmr, 
and nidd.J.e or non-differentiating items rather than rcpresentinc :::'ive 
di:fferent status levels. It is inportant to recoGnize that :·.oany oi" the 
i tcms included in Section II of Part A do not di:c"i'erentiate anonc; status 
;;roups. 'l1hese iter:~.s have been included because they provide nn opportunity 
for the respondent to report vhat no.y be her ty;oical albeit non-dL':,:eren-
tiating practice. others itens have been inclucled l·rhich the veichters 
consider atypical of :Lar.:ilies in order to cover prcwtices vhich r.:ay be 
used in the ho:.:e Jecanagenent houses. 2 
In the case of both individual respondents c"ncl hor.1e no..nacer.·cent houses, 
t~ro scores have been totaled, one for the period ~>rhen the respondents 
vrere in college o.nd the other for the present. Hel·eo.:Ltel", these vrill be 
re i'erred to as Hating 1 and :Rating 2 . Acll::i t tedly, t'w validity o:i this 
instrur:ent has not been established and to use it by itself ccs 2. :measure 
of status position iiOuld be unsound. Because it is not the only inde:;;: to 
social status being used, its inclusion can be justified. It sel'Ves tvo 
fu.'1ctions not fulfilled by Hollingshead's inde;;: or by the third index 
1
see A d' ppen 1.:;:, PP• 125-7 
2sec Appendix, pp. 87-96 for itens included and veights attached. 
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which will be described later. F.irst, it reflects actual practices 
which are of importance in judging the distance between the graduates 
and the home management house as an index to the collegiate program. 
Second, it makes possible comparisons between the homes of the re-
spondents when they were in colle~ and their present situation. 
Rating 1 for each individual has been compared with the rating 1 
for the institution from which the respondent was graduated, providing a 
measure of the distance between the individual and the program at the 
time the respondent was in colle~. Because this figure represents a 
distance and not a raw score, it has been possible to make comparisons 
among the graduates of all three cooperating institutions. Once the 
distances were established, they were arran~d on a continuum from low 
to high and the continuum was divided into five groups identified as 
-3, -2, -1, 0, and 1 indicating the position of the individual in relation 
to that of the program. 
The second instrument, Part Bl, consists of a rating scale of home-
making activities. This instrument was devised by Dorothy Greey Van 
Bortel2 in her study of homemaking practices of homemakers from two 
different social classes. In the present study the instrument has been 
used not as an index to social status but as an indication of the use-
:t'ulness of the collegiate program in home economics. Since individual 
norms were not established by Van Bortel on.l;y comparisons of the group 
as a whole can be made. 
The third index used to determine present social status in the 
study is Chapin 1 s Social Status Scale, as revised by Louis Guttman.3 
1See Appendix, pp. 97-98. 20p.cit., p. 156. 
3Louis Guttman, "A Revision of Chapin's Social Status Scale," American 
Sociological Review (1942), VII, pp. 362-369. 
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divided into four groups classified as very usef'ul, usef'ul, neutral, and 
dysfunctional • 
After all four parts of the schedule were analyzed, a profilel was 
devised for each respondent, incorporating: 
1) evidences of socio-economic status as shown by the Hollingshead 
ratings, the Chapin rating, and the scores from Section II of 
Part A of the schedule . 
2) the distance between the respondent and the collegiate program 
as determined by a comparison of the scores of Section II of 
Part A. 
3) the usefUlness of the program to the individual as indicated 
by the evaluation of Part D. 
Finally, each graduate's evaluation of the usefUlness of the 
program was compared with her position in relation to each of the indices 
to the socio-economic level and the distance from the institution's 
program to discover whether the working hypothesis of the study is 
supported or rejected. 
Because of the sample's small size, the ! test was used to 
determine statistical significance. Fbr the purpose of these calculations, 
the total sample was divided into two groups. Sample n1 consists of those 
respondents whose socio-economic level was close to that of their re-
spective programs, whether sligbtly above or below it Sample n2 consists 
of those subjects whose socio-economic level was quite distant from that 
of the appropriate collegiate program. For each sample, the percentage 
who found their college background to be successfUl was determined. This 
percentage includes those who were classified in the groups labelled 
lSee Chapter III, pp. 45-53· 
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"usef'ul" or "very usef'ul" in the present study. The percentage thus 
determined ror sample n1 is called P1 and the corresponding percentage 
ror sample n2 is called P2. The statistical signiricance or the 
dirrerence in the size or these percentages was then determined rrom 
tables calculated by Vernon Da.vies.l 
Three values were needed ror use or these tables. They are: 
a) the probability or a given combination occurring. This 
figure is arrived at by dividing the sum or the raw numbers 
exhibiting a characteristic in each or the two samples by the 
sum or the total numbers in samples one and two or n1 and~· 
The column headings or lla.vies' table are based on the probability. 
In some cases interpolation is necessary. 
b) the sum or the two samples divided by the product or the two 
samples or n1 + ~. This figure is round in the stub or the 
table. 
c) the dirrerence between P1 and P2 . This rigure is canpared with 
the appropriate rigure in the body or the table to determine 
whether it is significant at the l per cent or 5 per cent level 
or not signiricant. 
lvernon Davies, Tables Showing Signiricance or Dirrerences Between 
Percentages and Between Means, Station Circular No. 151, Dept. or Rural 
Sociology, Washington Agricultural Experiment stations, (Pullman, 
Washington: Institute or Agricultural Sciences, The State College or 
Washington, June 1951), 12 pp. 
CHAP.rER II 
RELEVANCE OF CLASS CONCEFT FOR 
CONTEMPORARY HCME ECONCMICS 
Social class and status studies are voluminous, yet few are avail-
able which have special pertinence to the present study. The first part 
of this chapter presents a brief historical resume of social class and 
the attitudes of various theorists toward work, a discussion of the recog-
nition of stratification in America and the problems involved in studying 
it, and lastly, attention is given to studies relevant to the present one 
in that they are concerned with education and class or describe ;rays of 
life as affected by stratification. 
Aristotle, in his Politics1 , described three classes of men, the 
very rich, the very poor, and those in between. He maintained that the 
best administered political community exists when the middle class is 
dominant because it can then prevent either of the other classes, the 
masters and the slaves, from taking over. Aristotle believed entree to 
the upper class was based on two criteria: freedom from labor and empha-
sis upon the intellectual. 
Plato•s2 three classes were based on the functions each group was 
to serve in the Republic. At the top were the Rulers or philosopher-
l<:ings, ne:l.."t the Guardians or warriors, and lastly the Auxiliaries or 
artisans. Movement upward in this hierarchy was dependent upon innate 
1Aristotle, Politics, trans., Benjamin Jowett (Ne;r York: Modern 
Library, 1943), pp. 190-193· 
~!. F. Cornford, The Republic of Plato (London: Oxford University 
Press, 1941). 
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capacities but was made possible through a care~ designed educational 
system. The decision as to which class an individual belonged was made 
early in life. Plato made an extreme division between the rational or 
intellectual as opposed to the practical. His philosopher-kings certainly 
would not perform any physical labor. He considered non-material concepts 
or Forms to be independent of and more real than objects which can be 
seen. 
Max Webe~, the German sociologist, saw three criteria for social 
stratification: the possession of economic goods and opportunities, the 
possession of political power, and the possession of prestige. These 
criteria operate independently yet are interrelated. Ea.ch is important 
in a different sphere of life and all affect the behavior of individuals 
and their life chances. Reissman considers Weber's analysis particularly 
applicable in America where "it is frequently the case that individuals 
hold prestige positions that are not ~ co-ordinate with their economic 
class. "2 Power has been less widely used than Weber 1 s other two criteria 
as the basis for stratification in America. 
Karl Ma.rx'stheory of social class was pivotal to his entire philoso-
pby, yet in no one es~ did he explain that theory. From his writings 
it is clear, however, that Marx held the belief that work is man 1 s basic 
form of self realization and that the extreme division of labor in modern 
industry has led to man's alienation from himself. He believed that in 
any society a man's position in the production process provided the crucial 
life experience which would determine the beliefs and the actions of that 
1Max Weber, Ess&s in Sociology, trans. and ed. H. H. Gerth and C. W. 
Mills (New York: Oxford University Press, 1946), Chapter VII. 
2Leonard Reissma.n, Class in American Society, (Glencoe, Illinois: 
The Free Press, 1959), p. 65. 
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person. For ~larx, a class did not exist until members of the group were 
aware of their class membership and their connnon interests. Society was 
composed of two classes, the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. The com-
mon interests of each group were considered antithetical to the interests 
of the other and thus ~rould lead to class struggles which Marx saw as the 
constant and universal feature of society. Marxian theories of class 
were closely related to the action level. He saw himself as an agitator 
for such action. 1 
Thorstein Veblen was one of the first American economists to con-
sider the effect of social class and the importance of pecuniary emula-
tion as a basis for repute and esteem. He claimed that no increase in 
total income could satiate this need since it is the result of a constant 
evaluation of one's own position in relation to that of others. UnlD<e 
Marx, Veblen satirically noted the classical vie>r of abstention from ;-rork 
as honorable and the achievement of leisure as meritorious. He defined 
leisure as the non-productive consU!llption of time. Thus time spent in 
acquiring a lmowledge of "dead" languages or in acquiring gentle manners 
was considered a worthwhile use of leisure.2 
John Dewey, while not discussing class per~' opposed the dichoto-
mization of work and leisure and of the intellectual and the practical 
which were historically the basis for division into classes. He noted in 
Democracy and Education that certain tasks were considered servile by the 
1Reinhard Bendix and Seymour Martin Lipset, "Karl Marx' Theory of 
Social Classes" in Class, Status and Power, ed. Bendix and Lipset (Glencoe, 
Illinois: The Free Press, 1953), pp. 26-35. 
2Thorstein Veblen, The Thea~ of the Leisure Class, (New Yorl<: 
Macmillan Compaey, 1908), pp. 22-3 . 
The 
The activities directly connected with getting a livelihood were 
not . . . the expression of a trained intelligence nor carried on be-
cause of a personal appreciation of their meaning . . • . It was natu-
ral for Plato to deprecate the learning of geometry and arithmetic for 
practical ends, because as a matter of fact the practical uses to which 
they were put were few . . . • But as their social uses have increased 
and enlarged, their liberalizing or "intellectual" value and their 
practical value approach the same limit.l 
Thus Dewey gave new recognition to the contribution of vocational 
studies and further dispelled the dichotOllly of work and leisure by arguing 
for a course of study which "makes leisure a reward for accepting responsi-
bility for service, rather than a state of exemption from it. "2 
To those who proposed that practical studies had no part in a formal 
educational system, Dewey answered: 
Experience is no longer a mere summarizing of what has been done in 
the past . . • • When trying, or experimenting, ceases to be blinded 
by impulse or custom, when it is guided by an aim and conducted by 
measure and method, it becomes reasonable--rational.3 
and further, 
Activity out of school is carried on under conditions which have not 
been deliberately adopted to promoting the function of understanding 
and formation of effective intellectual dispositions. The results are 
vital and genuine as far as they go, but they are limited by all kinds 
of circumstances. Some powers are left quite undeveloped and undirected; 
others get only occasional and whimsical stimulations; others are formed 
into habits of a routine skil~ at the expense of aims and resourceful 
initiative and inventiveness. 
American sociologists Ward, Sumner, Small, Giddings and Cooley, in 
attempting to construct theoretical systems of social structure and change 
placed great importance upon class, but empirical research was neglected. 
Cooley, for example, differentiated bet1ieen caste, an inherited state, and 
class in which membership is based upon competition or inheritance along 
lJohn Dewey, Democracy and Education, (New York: The Hacmillan 
Company, 1916), p. 303. 
3Ibid., p. 319. 4Ibid., p. 320. 
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with chance.1 He considered classes as inevitable, but believed strongly 
that "the most effective agent in keeping classes comparatively open is 
an adequate system of free training for the young, tending to make all 
careers accessible to those who are naturally fit for them. n2 
Nonetheless, little attention was paid to stratification in American 
society until the end of World War II. Leonard Reissman attributes this 
fact to the anti-aristocratic heritage, the anti-radical philosophy, the 
frontier psychology, and the secularized Protestant ethic which character-
ized this country and which were so deeply ingrained in the American value 
system that the realities of a class system could not came through to 
public awareness.3 In addition, a rapidly expanding industrial system, 
the growth of cities, massive immigration and the absence of a feudal 
heritage hid many class differences and increased opportunities for mo-
bility. As a result of these factors status rather than class is stressed 
in America. Reissman emphasizes the difference: 
From the denial that classes exist, then, American society has come 
to the stage of recognizing the existence of status . . . . Class as 
an idea was antithetical to all the things that Americans believed 
about their society. It ... carried with it the implication that 
social differences were determined by social and economic forces out-
side the control of the individual. Status on the contrary, began by 
placing a social differentiation in tht hands of a community judging 
a person 1 s worth and his achievements. 
In addition to stressing status more than class, stratification in 
America has emphasized prestige more than power and a community rather than 
a national scope. 
!Charles H. Cooley, Social Organization, (New York: C. Scribner 1 s 
Sons, 1909), p. 211. 
2Ibid.' p. 227. 
4Ibid., pp. 29-31. 
3Reissman, o;p. cit. , p. 30. 
2) 
To study strati.~'ication in s. diverse society .:..v dif:ic1..:lt because 
aspects . 
.12~Y\:.S oi." HcOc2.~ r s three cJ.:itcrio. and vrhici1 can Oe cle.,_'ir:.ecl O:;_Jc~:u.tiono.lly. 
directs attel!tion to process, clcc,"l·ce of class co~-:..sciot~sness, c..Ecl vD~ue 
?!1c siz variables i'or::~: o. conceptual scher-:.e thu.t describes t:.he soc:~al 
rcali ties o:f stratii"'icc:tion. Each variable can be r:easlli~ccl b~r elisti:c-:ct 
and separate o:perations. Eo.ch can be used to st:::ati::.y 2.. Give:1 popu-
lation. And all o.re r.:.utuo.lly dependent, :C'or they in:;:'luence one c..n.othe:~ .1 
Cubcl' and Ken:i:cl l"'cferrL1g to He'oer' s three as:pects oi str8ti:~,ico:Gion 
note: 
A civen pel"SOD (or fc.T.lily) at aDy given tit~e ho.:.s c;.t least these three, 
not one, relative positions in a society. 111e three positio:as L3.Y no..~u 
correlate 'iii th one another--and often stri::inc contTasts a1·e r.:a:nii'cst. 
I·lo~cover, the iDter:r·elu.tions ar.J.ong these th!'ec stratifications c...re not 
rixed, but rather o.re constantly chane;inG.2 
Talcott Parsons classi:Lies the :rn·opertieo to 1-Thich a judc;r.:ent 1.~ay be 
O.}?plied as qualities, perfor:cances, and possessions. 
alweys nade by cor.lpal"ison 1,rith others in the systcE. Parsons; ·too, ic 
mio.Te oi the problcc of "spread" or the relative independence of vc.rious 
subsyste:r.::.s in the total society J:'ror.~ each other e.nd their 1·elative ir::-
portance :Lor a c;eneral prestiGe continuw.1, but o.s Reissr:an poirlts out, 
,, 
Parsons provides no technique :Lor evaluating thei1~ relative ir:portancc • .) 
lJoseph A. Kal1l, The .Anerican Class Structm-e, (He;; Yorl:: P.inehart 
and Conpany, 19)7), p. 11. 
2John F. Cuber and Hilliar~ :F'. KeJ:1J.:el, Social St:;.~atii'ication in the 
United States, (:lTe1.; Yor::: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1951~), p. 23. 
3Reissman, op.cit., p. 79· 
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A second problem in studying stratification is the decision whether 
to set discrete class limits or to consider stratification levels as a 
continuum. There is the danger of reifYing classes which were arbitrarily 
set and -which are merely heuristic devices. Cuber and Kenkel1 lean to the 
continuum theory and point to the many different numbers of classes which 
have evolved in various studies as evidence that these classes are not 
universal. 
Kahl agrees, saying, 
In American society today there is a prestige hierarchy of both per-
sons and occupations; this hierarchy is not sharply divided in the minds 
of the citizens into discrete levels or strata; there is more agreement2 about ranking than about the criteria used in making raru,ing decisions. 
Parsons considers class status to be "not a rigid entity, but a 
fairly loosely correlated complex • . care should be taken not to im-
ply that the finer differentiations are even nearly uniform 'across the 
board' or that lines between adjacent classes are very clear-cut."3 
Gerhard E. Lensld reports that data gathered in a southern New England 
mill town indicate that local residents do not perceive the prestige system 
of the town as a series of discrete social classes but as a continuum. 4 
The NORC occupation scale developed by Paul K. Hatt and Cecil C. North5 
1ap.cit., pp. 25-28. 
2Kahl, ap.cit., p. 83. 
3Talcott Parsons, "A Revised Analytical Approach to the Theory of 
Social Stratification" in Class, status, and Power, ed. Reinhard Bendix and 
Seymour ~~rtin Lipset (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 1953), p. 121. 
4Gerhard E. Lenski, "American Social Classes: Statistical Strata or 
Social Groups?" American Journal of Sociology, LVIII (1952-53), pp. 139-144. 
5cecil C. North and Paul K. Hatt, "Jobs and Occupations: A Popular 
Evaluation," in Sociological Anal.ysis, ed. Logan Wilson and William IColb 
(New York: Harcourt and Brace, 1949), pp. 464-473· 
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is a continuum although some groupings are apparent. On the other hand, 
Warner and his associates1 in the studies of class in New England, the 
deep South and a midwest town described three distinct classes with a 
finer breakdown into five or six groups. Hollingshead2 found five dis-
tinct groups in Elmtown, and the Izynd.s3 described two groups in Middle-
town. Centers4 used four groups in his study of subjective identification 
of respondents with class. 
A third problem in studying stratification is the danger of too great 
generalization. Most studies, like the present one, are local in nature 
and must face the factor of obsolescence. The same actions or symbols ma;y 
have different prestige connotations at different times. Furthermore, it 
must be admitted that methods strongly influence results. For example, 
Centers gave his respondents four groups and asked them to identify with 
one of the four. llierefore, it is not surprising that he emerged with four 
groups. The most which can be expected is that the researcher make the 
bias explicit. In the present study, the weigntings provided for the vari-
ous items carry the bias of professional home economists. It is possible 
that had these weigntings been set Qy persons not members of the profession 
lw. L. Warner and P. S. Lunt, The Social Life of a Modern Communi 
(New Haven: Yale University Press, l9 ; Allison Davis, B. B. Gardner, 
and M. R. Gardner, Deep South, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
l94l); w. L. Warner and Associates, Democracy in Jonesville, (New York: 
Harper and Brothers, 1949). 
' 
2A. B. Hollingshead, Elmtown's Youth, (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 
1949). 
3Robert S. livnd and Helen M. livnd, Middletown, (New York: Harcourt 
and Brace, 1929) and Middletown in Transition, (New York: Harcourt and 
Brace, 1937). 
4ru.chard Centers, The Psychology of Social Classes: A Stu, of Class 
Consciousness, (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, l9 9). 
that the results would have been different. 
The purpose of this study is not, however, to determine how many 
classes exist nor What are their determinants, but rather to determine 
What is the effect of social class upon the effectiveness of a particular 
educational program dealing with the wto/S in Which families live. 
Literature particularly relevant to the present study includes state-
ments on class and education, studies describing wto/S of life of various 
status or class groups, and those dealing with class and the specialized 
educational field of home economics. 
In ''Who Shall Be Educated?" ,l five :t'unctions of the American education-
al system are suggested: l) to provide a basis of communication and a com-
mon core of traditions and values, 2) to teach children to work and live 
together, 3) to help people to find wto/S of realizing their social ideals, 
4) to teach the skills for carrying on the economic life of society, and 
5) to select and train children for social mobility. The authors assert 
that the school has relatively little influence on the training for social 
position of a majority of children since many upper class children are 
educated in private schools. Nevertheless, it does have a significant 
effect upon a significant minority of children by providing opportunities 
to associate with children of higher status, to learn the social skills 
of middle and upper status, and to learn the vocational skills of middle 
and upper economic status. The latter :t'unction is mainly served by high 
school and college education. The authors state: "It is difficult to 
conceive the teacher's role in America as being anything but an expression 
lw. IJ.oyd Warner, Robert J. Havighurst, and Martin B. Loeb, (New York: 
Harper and Brothers, l944), pp. 54-57· 
of middle class values. nl 
Lawrence E. Metcalf in his discussion of attitudes and beliefs in 
teaching implies the importance of knowledge of the social group member-
ship of students. He says: "We would teach more effectively if we were 
as well informed on the subject matter that the student brings to us as 
we are on the subject matter we bring to the student. n2 
Sherif, White and Harvey studied status in experimentally produced 
groups. Their findings are of particular importance to teachers "Who are 
constantly judging the performance of students: 
Variations in judgment of performance are significantly related to 
status in the group. The performance of members of high status was 
overestimated; the performance of members of low status was under-
estimated; the extent of over- or under-estimation being positively 
related to status rankings.3 
Robert J. Havighurst stresses the need for teachers to understand 
the social structure of America because such understanding helps teachers 
to understand: a) the motivations of their pupils, b) the abilities of 
children, c) the "peer culture", and d) the role of the school in the 
community. 4 He goes on to say: 
The school means different things to different social classes in the 
conununity. The people "Who control the school reflect their own social 
class values and expectations in their actions with respect to the school. 
The teacher can operate more intelligently in this situation by understand-
ing "Why the school board acts as it does if it is an upper-middle class 
group and she can understand "Why she and her colleagues act as they do in 
libid.' p. 109 
2Lawrence E. Metcalf, "Attitudes and Beliefs as Materials of In-
struction," Progressive Education XXVII (February, 1950), p. 127. 
3Muzafer Sherif, B. Jack White, and 0. J. Harvey, "Status in Experi-
mentally Produced Groups," American Journal of Sociology LX (January, 1955) 
p. 379· 
~obert J. Havighurst, "Knowledge of Class Status Can Make A Differ-
ence," Progressive Education XXVII (February, 1950), p. 105. 
1 dealing with children of various social class backgrounds. 
Studies of ways of life are he~pfUl in giving a feeling for the 
status positions of different groups. Excerpts are given from two sources. 
Joseph Kahl describes the "typical" .American way of life: 
This pattern, which we can label "living well," begins with a single-
family house of some six or seven rooms on a small but neat plot of sub-
urban land. In it lives a mature but perpetually youthful couple with 
their two (recently, three) small children. They own their home and 
maintain it by hobby labor with garden tools and paint brushes. There 
may be a weekly cleaning woman, but no full-time servant. They own a 
small and new automobile, a refrigerator, a television set, and a clothes 
washing machine. ~Wmw have a dishwasher and a room air conditioner. 
They dress in stylish ready-made c~othes. They take a two-week vacation 
in the country every year. They watch the TV a couple of hours every 
evening when not at the movies or visiting neighbors for a game of 
scrabble. They read a daily newspaper, a weekly news magazine, and a 
monthly women's magazine, but not many books. They are clean and sani-
tary beyond the dreams of a Dutch housewife, and eat a wholesome diet 
that in recent years has became far more interesting as garlic and spices 
have lost their immigrant, lower class connotations. 2 
Kahl goes on to point out that while according to mythology almost 
every .American ~ives this way, only about four-tenths of our families come 
close to the ideal. He states that about one family in a hundred lives in 
great luxury and nine out of a hundred live opulently, but that about half 
of our fami~ies live neither luxuriously, opulently, nor even well. 
About three tenths of the total barely live "adequately." They are 
lil<:ely to have a four or five-room apartment in the heart of a city (or 
an old house on a small farm) . Their furniture is plain and as old as 
the marriage, for they cannot afford to keep up with the latest styles. 
In fact, this may be one of the most useful ~bols of the dividing lines 
between them and the next higher group, for they can seldom afford to 
discard anything usab~e, be it a chair or a dress or a washing machine, 
just for the pleasure of a new one. Their food is nourishing but not 
elegant, and is bought with a shrewd eye for bargain cuts of meat and 
cheap seasonable vegetables. There is ~ittle space for their children 
to play other than in the streets . . . . In general, their way of life 
is determined in large measure by the nl.llllber of children they have. If 
only one son appears, he might even be encouraged to go to college. If 
the house is fUll of chi~dren, older ones wi3l be allowed to quit high 
school to help bring in a little extra cash. 
1Ibid. ' p. 10 5 . 2Kahl, 0p. cit., pp. 109-llO · 
3 . Ib~d. ' p. 110 . 
Bossard and Boll describe more minutely the actual patterns of liv-
ing of family members in three class groups. They say: 
The differences between classes are not merely financial or osten-
tatious; they encompass the entire range of social behavior--occupation, 
consUlllPtion habits, education, manner of speaking, mode of dress, phi-
losophy of life, recreational pursuits, associational activity, social 
attitudes, family life, and the lik.e.l 
They found families of fram four to thirteen living in fram two to 
six roams in lower class homes. There was no correlation between the size 
of the family and the size of the house. Bedrooms were shared and children 
slept in various roams on cots, couches, and so forth. Middle class homes 
showed a definite correlation between the size of the family and that of 
the dwelling. Parents had a private bedroom and all children slept in 
bedrooms, sharing only with members of the same sex. All upper class fami-
lies studies lived in homes ranging fram l6 to 30 roams, including a sepa-
rate dining roan. Parents sametilnes had individual adjoining roams and 
everyone in the family mi@:lt have a private bath. Most upper class fami-
lies had roam for servants and mi@:lt have a Stmmler home also. 
In the middle class, schedules of family members involving school 
and business were much alike leading to detailed patterns in the use of 
bathroom facilities. In both the upper and lower classes, the schedules 
of family members did not coincide so closely. 
!.ower class children got their own breakfast on the run. Middle 
class families sat at the table for breakfast, but ate in relays. Neverthe-
less there was a regular table setting and same conversation. Breakfast in 
upper class homes was hi@:lly individualistic. Members usually ate their 
lJames H. 
(Philadelphia: 
s. Bossard and Eleanor S. Boll, Ritual in Family Living, 
University of Pennsylvania Press, l950), pp. l07-l08. 
meals in relays; the meal was f'requent:cy prepared by servants. Children in 
these homes might eat all their meals in the nursery until they were able 
to cope with the formalized dinner ritual. Sunday breakfast was more 
leisure:cy for both upper and middle class and might be an occasion for 
entertaining. 
In both the middle and upper class homes it was considered polite to 
inform the fami:cy of plans for the de¥. In the middle class homes these 
messages were verbal; in upper class homes where members might not see each 
other notes were left. Lower class families had no such custom. 
Dinner patterns varied wide:cy for the three classes. In lower class 
homes it was much like breakfast. Thm:I.J.y members came and went as they 
liked, eating the meal prepared by the mother or sister when they wished. 
Sunda.y dinner eaten together was a special occasion. Dinner in middle class 
homes involved very formal procedures with a set time, all fami:cy members 
present in assigned places and with assigned duties. Service for dinner 
was more formal than for other meals. Upper class families dined more form-
ally and later in the de¥ than the other two groups. Cocktails often were 
a regular part of the dinner, and the meal itself was prepared and served by 
servants. No member of the family would leave the table during the meal. 
In middle and lower class homes, work and recreation were close:cy re-
lated. In the middle class home, regularized plans for work about the home 
f'reed time for recreation. Recreation itself for this group was very regu-
larized, with the fami:cy sharing in recreation on the weekend. In upper 
class homes, cooperative rites of a menial nature were practical:cy non-
existent and limited to such things as doing the dishes on the servants' 
de¥ off. Times for fami:cy joint recreation were rigidly set but were like:cy 
to be outside the home such as going to concerts. In lower class homes, 
Saturday was house cleaning ~. No time was devoted to family recreation 
as a group. 
Only middle class families made use of the family council in budget-
ing, and children were given a voice in such matters. In both upper and 
lower class families children knew practically nothing about their parents' 
income or about budgeting. In the lower class children asked for money 
with no assurance that they would get it; upper class children would have 
their own allowance or checking account.1 
A number of recent studies by home economists or concerned with home 
economics have relevance for the present study. Dorothy Greey Van Bartel 
in a study of homemaking concepts, practices and attitudes in two social 
class grou;ps concluded that upper-middle class homemakers are acutely 
aware of the need to maintain status and that they have set themselves an 
impossible-to-accompliSh role ideal.2 She notes numerous external and in-
ternal pressures on the upper middle-class homemaker. One of the signifi-
cant differences between the two groups was the number of homemaking tasks 
to which u;pper middle homemakers were indifferent. The lower group had a 
higher percentage of positive scores, about the same percentage of negative 
scores, but a much smaller percentage of indifferent scores. In only one 
group, extra-homemaking activities, did the upper grou;p have a slightly 
higher percentage of positive scores. '~ith the exception of food prepa-
ration they rated 34 to 47 per cent of their total responses in the in-
different category. "3 
1Ibid., Chapter VI, pp. 105-135· 
2norothy Greey Van Bartel, Homemaking: Concepts, Practices and Atti-
tudes in Two Social Classes, (unpubliShed doctoral dissertation, University 
of Chicago, 1954), pp. 180-181. 
3Ibid.' p. 156. 
Van Bortel found that those upper middle homemakers who expressed 
the most boredom or dissatisfaction with homemaking were those who were 
professionally employed prior to marriage. She concludes from these 
findings that 
It is often said that education improves a girl's opportunity for 
marriage to a successful man. It would also appear that education re-
duces the chance that a girl will find a completely satisfYing life as 
a homemaker. Is this situation an inevitable product of our times, or 
have the fUndamental tenents (sic) of our education of women been in 
error.1 
Van Bortel goes on to say: 
Women of both groups felt they needed to know more about family re-
lationships, preparation for marriage, child care, nutrition, food prepa-
ration, home management and general home economics. These homemakers 
now recognize their need for training in home economics but many of them 
felt that they would not have been interested in additional training in 
the area of homemaking at the high school or college level. Apparently 
educators have not been doing a good job of making women aware of the 
transition from their school or other training to the role of homemaker. 2 
Mary Lee Hurt carried on a study to discover how adapting teaching to 
different class levels would affect the attitudes, understanding of class 
learning, and the ability to apply what was learned at home of ninth grade 
students in homemaking classes. The study was motivated by the recognition 
of the difference between the status of teachers and that of many of their 
students. 
Hurt 1 s findings revealed that results of gearing teaching materials 
and information to different class levels differed with the subject matter 
involved. More students liked class and felt material practical for home 
use when teaching was keyed to lower class values and practices rather than 
to middle class values and practices during the study of "Helping with the 
1Ibid., P• 192. 
2Ibid. 
_- :; 
Family Meals" and "Fun with My Family and Friends at Holiday Time. ,.l 
However, middle class values and practices were preferred in the study of 
''Making l-zy' Room or Home More Liveable." Pupils improved in understanding 
of class learnings under all conditions. 2 
The investigator concluded, among others, that a knowledge of the 
social class status of her pupils aids the teacher in understanding them, 
that a variety of values and practices should be used in teaching since 
some will be applied immediately and others later, that parents and students 
do not always agree upon Which values and practices are most useful, and 
that there is a need for developmental selection of topics for teaching 
at a particular time.3 
In a more specialized study, Rees considered the relationship of 
food practices to socio-economic background. She hypothesized that home-
makers in the upper socio-economic category would be more conscious of 
nutrition, would emphasize ease of meal preparation, would use food more 
creatively than would homemakers in the lower socio-economic group and that 
both groups would use food, although a different selection of foods, to 
secure family approval. 4 
Four factors were involved in the socio-economic rating used: the 
education of the homemaker, family income, prestige of the husband's 
lr.~ary Lee Hurt, A Study of the Effect on Attitude Toward and Home 
Car over of Homemakin Education When Teachin is Ke ed to Lower and 
Middle Class Values and Practices, unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
University of Illinois, 1952), p. 2. 
2Ibid., p. 2. 3Ibid., pp. 170-172. 
4Jane Louise Rees, of Food in Families with 
Different Socio-Economic ounds, unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
Pennsylvania State University, 1959 , pp. 7-9· 
occupation, and the social participation in formal organizations of both 
the husband and wife. The first and third hypotheses were supported by 
the findings and appeared to be more closel;y" related to the education of 
the homemaker than to the other socio-economic factors.l The second 
hypothesis, dealing with ease of preparation of meals was also supported. 
Social participation was the socio-economic factor especially related to 
these findings. 2 The fourth hypothesis was supported by the findings. 
Dorothy Lee, an anthropologist, anal;y"zed a number of state and city 
manuals or guides for home economics teachers. Her pu,rpose was to dis-
cover what cultural values, concepts and attitudes are presented to the 
growing generation in the schools. She chose the homemaking program be-
cause it includes generall;y" what most anthropologists cover under the term 
"culture". She came to the conclusion that teachings concerning the famil;y" 
of one's birth and the famil;y" to be made through marriage appeared to con-
tain discontinuous values. In summarizing, she says that same of the dis-
crepancies will no doubt disappear when the programs became more unified. 
She goes on to say: 
others, however, are inherent in the very structure of a mobile 
society and in a culture which values change. It is possible therefore 
that in presenting the adult role in terms of discontinuity and exclusive 
dualism the writings examined here are merel;y" faithfull;y" presenting Ameri-
can Culture. 3 
An administrator, in COIIDllenting on Dr. Lee's paper, says, "The focus 
in home economics classes has always been on how to do more nicel;y", more 
libid., p. 23. 
2Ibid., p. 5l. 
3norotby Lee, "Discrepancies in the Teaching of American Culture," 
in Education and Anthropology ed. George Spindler (stanford, California: 
stanford University Press, l954), p. l76. 
acceptably, so that you can improve your status in life.1 The discon-
tinuities mentioned may be necessary and even good in the light of rapidly 
changing conditions in a technological society. She adds, "Perhaps the 
best preparation for living in the home you are going to create as a young 
woman is~ to learn it the way your mother did."2 
The literature reviewed clearly indicates that the problem of strati-
fication and its effect upon teaching is a pertinent one which merits fur-
ther study. 
1roid., p. 178. 2Ibid. ' p. 181. 
CHAPI'ERIII 
FINDINGS 
The respondents in the present study represent a relatively homo-
geneous group. The age range was from twenty-six to thirty-two years 
'With the modal age thirty. Of the forty-five respondents, forty-two 
were married and one of the three single women was engaged to be married. 
None was divorced or 'Widowed. All of the married women had at least one 
child. The largest number of children was four. Sixteen had one child; 
fourteen had two children; eleven had three children; and one had four. 
By virtue of the characteristics of the sample, all were college 
graduates. The investigator did not inquire how many had advanced 
degrees but five, including all of the three single women, volunteered 
the information that they held masters degrees. 
Home economics is not divided into the same curricula in the three 
institutions involved; however, 73 per cent of the respondents were 
classified in two major groups. 'nle largest number of respondents, 
nineteen, had specialized in home economics education. Fourteen had 
majored in food, nutrition and/or institution management. Five had 
specialized in child development. This subject matter area was offered 
as a major in home economics in only one of the institutions. Four had 
concentrated in the field of textiles and clothing and three in general 
home economics. 
Nine of the forty-two married respondents lived in apartments or 
duplexes; the remainder lived in single family homes. In only three cases 
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were the homes shared with anyone other than the immediate :family of 
parents and children. In one home the sister of the homemaker and in 
another the :rather o:r the homemaker lived with the family. The person 
who cares :for the child of an employed mother lived in the home during 
the week in a third case. Two of the single women lived in their parents ' 
home; the third lived in an apartment. 
Twenty or 44 per cent o:r the mothers of the respondents were gain-
fully employed at the time the respondent was in college. All of the 
respondents had been employed at one time and eleven were employed at 
the time of the interview. Of those gainfully employed at the time of 
the interview, only :five were employed full-time. Of these, three women 
were single. In thirty-three cases or 73 per cent, the job held most 
recently was classi:fied as a home econanics position. In thirty-:five 
cases, home economics training was required. In some of these cases a 
special type of course such as textile technology or child development 
was specified and the job was classi:fied as non-home economics. In 
eight cases home econanics background was considered desirable. Six of 
those presently employed are in occupations classified as requiring 
home economics background and it was considered desirable in four of the 
five cases in which jobs were classified as non-home economics. 
Nineteen o:r the respondents reported that they plan to work in the 
future; an equal number said they might work. Seven did not plan to 
work outside the home. Fifteen cited economic reasons for future employ-
ment and an additional six said they would work only if it were financially 
necessary. The next largest number, thirteen, cited the fact that they 
gained personal satis:faction from working and ten said they would work 
to keep from being bored. Nine said they wanted to make use of their 
\, ....... 
', _, 
professional preparation. More than one reason for working was given ~ 
a number of the women, and two who said they did not plan to work gave 
no reasons for considering working. 
All but two of the respondents had worked while in college although 
five said the money earned did not go toward their education. Twenty-
four worked summers. Seventeen worked summers and part-time during the 
school year. Of these, one repaid a loan after graduation. One worked 
part-time during the school year and without palf on the family farm 
during the summer. One student had left school for a year to earn as 
well as working summers. 
During the four years covered ~ the graduation of the respondents, 
Institution "A" graduated 251 students specializing in home economics, 
Institution "B" 149, and Institution "C" 245. Institution "A" had two 
fields of concentration in home economics; Institution "B" had three; 
and Institution "C" had five. In the first two institutions, all students 
were required to live in the home management house. In the third institu-
tion, students in three of the five major specializations or approximately 
68 per cent of all hane economics students lived in the home management 
house. 
Institution "A" has two home management houses. One is a dormitory 
with the home management students operating as a unit within the larger 
group. llie second is a family- size unit with only the adviser and the 
students involved living in the house. Thirteen of the respondents 
from Institution "A" lived in the combination dormitory-home management 
house which will be referred to hereafter as house "A-1". The two 
remaining students lived in house "A-2". Institutions "B" and "C" have 
only one home management house. 
The women who were resident advisers at the t:ilne the respondents 
were students were interviewed as were the current resident advisers. 
The differences between institutions are more noteworthy than for the 
same institution between the two periods investigated. 
General information was gathered which would indicate the up-to-
dateness of equipment and practices which might indicate how much freedom 
and how much responsibility were given to students. Figures on replace-
ment of equipment varied from situation to situation, but it is evident 
that replacement since 1950, with the exception of house "A-1" has been 
frequent enough to avoid the students using obsolete equipment. Some of 
the equipment for house "A-:)." is institutional in size which may explain 
its less frequent replacement. At the time of the interview, only one 
piece of equipment about which inquiry was made was over five years old 
and ma.ey of the items were only one or two years old. 
P.lanning for expenditures differed widely among the three institutions, 
but for each institution the method was the same for both time periods. 
In Institution "A", students planned and checked food costs very minutely 
but did not handle aQY money because of the state's purchasing procedures. 
In institutions "B" and "C" students planned and carried out food expendi-
tures, including same meals out. They also handled expenditures for 
entertainment, flowers and decorations, reading materials, and supplies. 
Students in Institution "C" also made decisions about same paid service, 
same laundry service, and paid for one of two telephones. 
In every case, although the exact services provided varied, a large 
amount of services normally borne by a family were provided by the insti-
tution. These included: heat and electricity, care of the yard, trash 
removal, small repairs, and some heavy cleaning such as washing windows 
on the outside. 
Decisions concerning division of work responsibilities among the 
students differed among institutions. In house "A-1" the resident 
adviser in the earlier period set up the rotation of duties. The current 
adviser continues this pattern but asks for student suggestions. In 
house "A-2" the same person has served as resident adviser in both time 
periods. She decides the division of duties although students ma;y make 
their own decisions about any time left after assigned duties are 
completed. In institution "B", the earlier resident adviser suggested 
a possible plan for duties and their rotation, but students made 
suggestions and adaptations. CurrentJ.¥ in Institution "B", students 
make the decisions concerning rotation and duties although they tend to 
fall into a customary pattern. All students are responsible to the 
student hostess. In Institution "C", in the earlier period the 
instructor made suggestions, the group made tentative decisions Which 
they tested for one or two d.eys after which the group made final decisions. 
Currently in Institution "C", the students make decisions as to responsi-
bilities, and although the names of "jobs" appear alike from group to 
group, the specific responsibilities vary considerably. 
In Institution "A" regular paid help was available in both houses 
in both time periods. The adviser supervised the paid workers. In 
house "A-1" the housekeeper cared for the adviser's roam, heavy cleaning, 
hand laundry and other such activities. In house "A-2", the housekeeper 
did regular general cleaning.. Institution "B" had no paid service except 
to get the house ready for occupancy before classes began. This work 
was done While neither the adviser nor the students were present. 
Institution "C" had same paid service for heavy cleaning, cleaning before 
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classes began and, in the earlier period, for dishwashing connected with 
entertainment. Both advisers and students were involved in supervision 
of paid workers. 
Part A II of the schedule1 describes practices and experiences in 
the homes of the respondents. Resident advisers were asked to respond 
to the same items in relation to practices in the home management house. 
The answer for each item was converted to a score to indicate the status 
implications of that particular practice. Table 1 shows the total scores 
on Part A II, past and present, for each institution. 
TABLE 1 
INSTITUTIONAL SCORES ON PRACTICES AND EXPERIENCES, PAST AND PRESENT 
Institution A Institution B Institution C 
House A-1 House A-2 
Past 91 90 104 101 
Present 89 88 88 98 
The scores, with the exception of Institution "B", show relatively 
little change between the two time periods. The fact that the scores 
are lower for the present than for the past results from the same 
practice, for example, ownership of a dishwasher, carrying a higher score 
in the earlier period because ownership of this equipment was much less 
widespread then. Institution "B'" 's lower score was in part due to the 
downgrading of the same practice. However, some actual differences in 
practices which were responsible for the difference between the two 
lSee Appendix pp.87-96 for items and weights. 
scores for this institution were: failure to make group plans for 
leisure time, simpler refreShments at between-meal occasions, and the 
fact that the living room had not been redecorated since the earlier 
period. 
Findings for the various respondents have been tabulated in the 
individual profiles which follow. Each profile contains the individual's 
score and the corresponding group in which the score was classified for 
the major parts of the schedule. The code numbers are continuous for 
each institution with a break in the continuity between institutions. 
Because of the small size of the sample, no attempt has been made to 
analyze the findings for each institution separately. 
The first information in each profile concerns the individual's 
ratings on the Hollingshead scale for social status. Data from which 
these scores were derived are shown in Supplementary Tables 1 and 2.1 
The groups or classes are those suggested by Hollingshead. The profile 
also shows a rating based on the difference between the social status 
score when determined from data concerning the respondent's father and 
the score when determined from data concerning the respondent's husband 
or the respondent herself, if single. These differences have been 
classified into four groups: movement downward, no change, upward 
movement, and decided upward movement. For the purpose of classifying 
these changes, the scores were viewed as a continuum. Thus, although a 
difference of only four points migi:lt change a rating from Group II to 
Group I according to Hollingshead's divisions, it was considered "no 
change". The differences between the two ratings for a single respondent 
ranged from + 14, indicating downward movement to -58, showing upward 
lSee Appendix :s. ]_2.1-J_l) 




l 2 3 4 
Respondent 
Score Group Score Group Score Group Score Group 
Hollingshead 
ratings 
Parents' 37 III 30 III 34 III 38 
Own 44 Dl lB II 29 III 22 
DHrerence 7 MD a -l2 MU -5 NC -l6 
Chapin scale l9l UMb l37 IM n6 IM l50 
Home practices 
and experiences 
Parents' 93 86 83 59 
Own 89 79 85 2 8o 
Distance 
fiam in- +2 ·H 
-5 0 -8 -l -32 
stitution, 
first period 
Userulness or 57 w 68 u 73 vu 47 
program 
Bw:l-movement down, NC-no change, MU-movement up, DUM-decided movement up 
bLU-lower upper, UM-upper middle, IM-lower middle, UL-upper lower 


















Profiles of Respondents--Continued 
6 7 8 9 
Respondent 
Score Group Score Group Score Group Score Group 
Hollingshead 
ratings 
Parents' 23 II l5 II 44 JY 5l 
Own l8 II ll I l8 II l9 
Difference 
-5 Nca -4 NC -26 DUM 
-32 
Chapin scale l79 UMb 229 LU l56 UM 
Home practices 
and experiences 
Parents' 72 74 87 
Own 95 82 82 
Distance 
:from in- -l9 -2 -l7 -l -4 0 
stitution, 
first period 
UsefUlness of 65 uc 5l N 68 u 
program 
~-movement down, NC-no change, MU-movement up, DUM-decided movement up 
bLU-lower upper, UM-upper middle, IM-lower middle, UL-upper lower 
























Profiles of Respondents--Continued 
ll l2 l3 l4 
Respondent 
Score Group Score Group Score Group Score Group 
Hollingshead 
ratings 
Parents 1 33 III 62 v 4l III 73 
Own 26 II l5 II 22 II l5 
Difference 
-7 Mua -47 DUM 
-l9 MU -58 
Chapin scale l20 rnb l39 IM l68 UM l85 
Home practices 
and experiences 
Parents 1 73 74 75 72 
Own 93 8o 85 88 
Distance 




Usefulness of 63 uc 6l u 42 D 4D 
program 
B.z.lo-movement down, NC-no change, MU-movement up, DUM-decided movement up 
bill-lower upper, UM-upper middle, IM-lower middle, UL-upper lower 
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Profiles of Respondents--Continued 
-
~ -
2l 22 23 24 
Respondent 
Score Group Score Group Score Group Score Group 
Hollingshead 
ratings 
Parents' l5 II 26 II 22 II 26 II 
Own ll I 22 II ll I 30 III 
Difference -4 NCa -4 NC -n MU +4 NC 
Chapin scale l4l IMb l87 UM l43 IM 99 UL 
Hane practices 
and experiences 
Parents' 68 82 74 82 
Own 68 86 87 92 
Distance 
fran in- -36 -3 -22 -2 -30 -3 -22 -2 
stitution, 
first period 
Usef'ulness of 4l DC 65 u 66 u 62 u 
program 
------- - - -- - -- ---
~-movement down, NC-no change, MU-movement up, DUM-decided movement up 
bLU-lower upper, UM-upper middle, IM-lower middle, UL-upper lower 













Profiles of Respondents--Continued 
26 27 28 29 
Respondent 
Score Group Score Group Score Group Score Group 
Hollingshead 
ratings 
Parents' 38 III 45 IV 19 II 4o 
Own 11 I 11 I 26 II 37 
Difference -27 D~ -34 DUM +7 MD 
-3 
Chapin scale 95 ULb 206 w 223 w 163 
Home practices 
and experiences 
Parents' 93 91 91 84 
Own 97 93 82 84 
Distance 
from in- -11 -1 -13 -1 -13 -1 -20 
stitution, 
first period 
Use:t'ulness of 46 w 58 u 68 u 
program 
BMD-movement down, NC-no change, MU-movement up, DUM-decided movement up 
bW-lower upper, liM-upper middle, ill-lower middle, UL-upper lower 



















Profiles of Respondents--Continued 
--
31 32 33 34 35 
Respondent 
Score Group Score Group Score Group Score Group Score Group 
Hollingshead 
ratings 
Parents' 23 II 56 IV 37 III 18 
Own 18 II 22 II 36 III 18 
Difference 
-5 NCa -34 DUM -1 NC 0 
Chapin scale 109 IMb 130 IM 95 UL 150 
Hcane practices 
and experiences 
Parents' 89 73 77 84 
Own 81 88 87 82 
Distance 
fran in- -15 -1 -31 -3 -27 -3 -20 
stitution, 
first period 
Usefulness of 67 If! 53 N 58 u 65 
program 
--- -------L....---------- -- ------- - ---- --------
Bwl-movement down, NC-no change, MU-movement up, DUM-decided movement up 
bLU-lower upper, UM-upper middle, IM-lower middle, UL-upper lower 
cVU-very useful, U-useful, N-neutral, D-dysfunctional 
II 45 IV 
II 37 III 
NC -8 MU 
UM 197 UM 
81 
78 
-2 -23 -2 
u 61 u 
- - -- -- ----------·- ---
Profiles of Respondents--Continued 
41 42 43 44 
Respondent 
Score Group Score Group Score Group Score Group 
Hollingshead 
ratings 
Parents' 59 IV 38 III 59 IV 26 
Own 22 II 22 II 29 III 15 
Difference 
-37 DUMa -16 MU -30 DUM -ll 
Chapin scale 142 IMb 146 IM 122 IM 171 
Home practices 
and experiences 
Parents' 78 79 68 79 
Own 76 86 75 89 
Distance 
from in- -23 -2 -22 -2 
-33 -3 -22 
stitution, 
first period 
Usefulness of 46 Nc 61 u 62 u 6o 
program 
B.MD-movement down, NC-no change, MU-movement up, DUM-decided movement up 
bLU-1ower upper, UM-upper middle, IM-1ower middle, UL-upper lower 

















Profiles of Respondents--Continued 
46 47 48 49 
Respondent 
Score Group Score Group Score Group Score Group 
Hollingshead 
ratings 
Parents' 51 IV 38 III 26 II 33 
Own 36 III 22 II 15 II 29 
Difference -15 Mua -16 MU 
-ll MU 
-4 
Chapin scale 130 rnb 144 1M 167 UM 142 
Home practices 
and experiences 
Parents' 68 64 84 82 
Own 82 7l 89 86 
Distance 




Usefulness of fiJ uC 53 N 69 u 
program 
~movement down, NC-no change, MU-movement up, DUM-decided movement up 
bLU-lower upper, UM-upper middle, 1M-lower middle, UL-upper lower 
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Profiles of Respondents--Continued 
~·~--- -··--- - -
51 52 53 54 
Respondent 
Score Group Score Group Score Group Score Group 
Hollingshead 
ratings 
Parents' 48 IV 33 III 37 III 48 
Own 26 II 37 III 26 II 15 
Difference -22 ~ -T4 NC -11 MU 
-33 
Chapin scale 142 IMb 204 w 162 UM 155 
Hane practices 
and experiences 
Parents' 82 89 73 8o 
Own 85 91 78 85 
Distance 




Usefulness of 72 vif! 57 u 64 u 67 
program 
- - - -
st.ID-movement down, NC-no change, MU-movement up, DUM-decided movement up 
bLU-lower upper, UM-upper middle, IM-1ower middle, UL-upper lower 




















r.:ovenent. The range was divided into four groups CJith scores of 
-c 4 to - 5 considered to reflect no change, scores oc' + 7 to ·:· 14 re-
:Llecting dovrnward lT.over.ent, scores of - 7 to - 22 showing up~·ra1·d r.:ove-
nent, and scores of - 26 to - 58 indicating decided upvrard t:over.:ent. 
Since Hollingshead's >reight for education is c'our and for occupation 
seven, anyone in the latter r;roup ;rould have noved r.:ore than two full 
levels up\fard. 
The second r.:ajor iten on the profile is the score on Chapin's 
Social Status Scale as revised by Guttnan.l This score is for the 
respondent's present hor::e. 
I"ne third group of items in the profile includes t\fO weighted 
scores for each respondent on Part A II of the schedule dealing 1·Tith 
practices and experiences of the respondent both in her parents' hor.e 
1fhen she 1fas in college and in her own hor.:e a.t present. 'l'he weights 
for the various practices indicate the status signii'icance of' the 
practice or experience.2 A 1feight of three is given to any practice 
Trhich is so 1-ridespread that it does not differe~1tio.te ar2.onc; status 
groups or which does not have status ir.!plications. These i ter.:s 11e::ce 
included in order that the respondent could give a response •;.rhich 
represented her typicc.l bel1avior. Tne scoT·e reprcseLtinc the stude-.:t' s 
hOJ.::e e~~perience 1-rhile she l·ras in collet;e 1-ro.s cor:parecl l·li th the scor·e o.L 
the appropric.te hor.:e I:o.nacer.:ent house .3 Since the i1a::e r:o.nace; .cnt house 
vas used u.s c..n inde~: to the collet:;iate hor::.e cconor::ics :pl"DGro.r~, tl1e 
di:L~E'erence hs.s been recorded in tl1e profile under 11 distc:..nce :Lror.: i:1sti-
tv ..tion !: • 
lsce AppendL,, p. 101. 2(_~ ,, 1 • n~- __../ uee .M.:Ppen_alZ; .PP· u{-:,.:':J. 
Only one respondent had a score higher than that of the home 
management house in which she lived as a student.l The difference in 
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this case was only two points. The greatest distance from the corresponding 
program was -37 points. Scores representing the distance frcm the program 
were divided into five groups. Because of its uniqueness, the score 
if 2 was considered in a group by itself, group 1. Scores from -3 to 
-5 were considered to show no appreciable distance from the program and 
were placed in group 0. Scores of -8 to -17 were placed in group -1, 
scores of -19 to -23 in group -2, and scores of -26 to -37 in group -3. 
These groupings are admitteclly arbitrary but they were based to same 
extent upon breaks in the continuity of scores. 
The last items in the profile of each respondent include her score 
and group for Part D of the schedule dealing with the respondent's 
evaluation of the usefulness of the program. Scores on Part D ranged 
from a low of lj() to a high of 73· The instrument included fifteen questions 
of which one was optional and another was weighted three times as heavily 
as others. In the final weighting, parts "a" and ''b" of question six 
were weighted separately and questions seven and eight were combined in 
one weight. Consequently, the maxiJnum possible score for all required 
questions was 8o. It was first decided that a score between lj() and 56 
would be considered neutral. This range would mean that the average 
weight per question of the individual was nearer to three, or neutral, 
than to either four or two. However, the three lowest scores, lj(), 41, 
and 42 respectively, were four points below the next score. Therefore, 
it was decided that these three scores should be considered as a separate 
laee Appendix, pp. 116-119 and Table 1, p. 43. 
group and should be labelled dysfUnctional. At the top of the range, a 
score between 56 and 72 would have represented an average weight nearer 
four than to either three or five. The two highest scores were 72 and 
73 with a break of one point between them and the next score. It was 
decided to include these in a separate group considered very usefUl. 
The optional question, number 14, was the only question which made use 
of both positive and negative weights. Therefore a graduate might gain 
or lose points by answering it. Of the five highest scores, two students 
answered the optional question and three did not. The scores for each 
individual on each question are shown in Supplementary Table 3 in the 
Appendix.1 
The Hollingshead ratings, the Chapin Scale, and the Home Practices 
and Experiences of the graduates were employed as three different 
indices to the socio-economic status of the graduate. Since no feasible 
~ of collating the three was available, each has been considered 
separately in the discussion. In each case, the pertinent question is 
whether socio-economic status as measured by the data shows a significant 
relationship to the usefUlness of the program to the graduate as measured 
by Part D of the schedule. 
A series of tables follows, each dealing with one group of data 
and showing the characteristics of the entire sample. Two tables have 
been developed from the Hollingshead ratings. The first (Table 2) shows 
the usefulness of the program to graduates when classified by the occu-
pational and educational background of the father and the husband. In 
the case of single women, their own occupational and educational back-
ground is used as the basis for the second classification. 
TABLE 2 
RElATIONSHIP BE'lWEEN SOCIAL ~TUS AS RATED BY HOLLINGSHEAD 
AND USE:FULNESS OF PROORAM TO GRADUATE 
Classes 
Degree of 
Use:fulness I I II III IV v 
Based on Father's Occupation and Education 
Very usef'ul . . .. 1 1 . . 
Usef'ul .. 12 9 6 1 
Neutral .. 2 5 5 . . 
Dysfunctional .. 1 1 . . 1 







Based on Husband's or Single Woman's Occupation and Education 
Very usef'ul .. 1 1 . . . . 2 
Usef'ul 2 16 8 2 .. 28 
Neutral 2 8 2 .. . . 12 
Dysfunctional 1 2 .. . . . . 3 
Total 5 27 ll 2 .. 45 
The great majority of the graduates, when classified on the basis 
of their father's education and occupation, fell in groups II and III 
as classified by Hollingshead. This is to be expected since most 
college students are considered middle or upper middle class. None was 
classified as belonging in group I. Nearly one third, however, were in 
groups IV and V. No extreme clustering of the usefulness scores in a 
particular group is evident, although it is interesting in light of the 
major hypothesis of the study that each of the graduates who rated the 
program dysfunctional falls in a different social status group. To 
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apply the _1 test, the table was divided into two samples. Sample 1 
included groups I and II, based on data concerning the father, and 
Sample 2 groups III, IV, and V. The percentages of respondents finding 
the progrBlll useful or very useful were determined and ccnnpared. Of 
those in Classes I and II, 8o per cent found the program useful or 
very useful. In Classes III, IV, and V o~ 6J per cent considered 
the program useful or very useful. However, when the .1 test for signifi-
cance was applied, this difference was not significant. 
The socio-economic status of the husbands shows an upward movement 
of the group as a whole when cc:anpared with the status of the respondents 1 
parents. When the rating is based on the respondents' present situation, 
five respondents are found in group I, none in group V, and o~ two in 
group IV. Nineteen or 59.4 per cent of those in groups I and II found 
the program useful or very useful. Eleven or 84.5 per cent of those in 
groups III and IV also found it useful or very useful. This difference 
was slight:cy larger than that based on the fathers' social status and 
differed in its direction, but again the _1 test showed the difference 
not large enough to be significant. 
Table 3 is based on the distance moved between the Hollingshead 
ratings for fathers and husbands. Fbr the purpose of app:cying the _1 
test, the group was divided into Sample 1, those who had e~rienced 
upward or decided upward movement and Sample 2, those who had experienced 
no change or downward movement. Fifteen of the twenty-six respondents 
in Sample 1, or 57-7 per cent, and fifteen of the nineteen in Sample 2, 
or 73.7 per cent, found the program useful or very useful. Thus a larger 
proportion of those who had had no change or downward movement classified 
the program as useful, but the t test showed the difference not to be 
significant. A second trial was made including in Sample l only those 
who had made decided upward movement and in Sample 2 all the other 
respondents. In this trial, percentages in the two saJilples of those 
finding the program neutral or dysfunctional were compared. Of the 
eleven respondents who had experienced decided upward movement, six or 
54.5 per cent were so classified. Nine of the thirty-four respondents 
in Sample 2, or 23.5 per cent, found the program neutral or dysfunctional. 
When the 1 test was applied, the difference between these two groups was 
found to be significant at the 5 per cent level. 
TABLE 3 
REIATIONSHIP OF SOCIAL MOBILITY OF RESPONDENTS 
AND USEJruLNESS OF H<J.!E ECONQ.IICS BACKGROUND 
Degree of Distance Moveda 
UsefUlness 
of 
Program Decided Upward Movement Upward No Change 
Movement 
Very useful .. l l 
Useful 5 9 lO 
Neutral 5 4 3 
Dysfunctional l l l 









. Based on difference 1n scores on Hollingshead scale for fathers 
and husbands. 
Table 4 presents the distribution of the sample as classified by the 
Chapin Social Status Scale (revised). None of the respondents 1 scores on 
the scale rating their present living room fell in the Upper Upper ·class 
or the Lower Lower class according to the norms for the scale. Thirty-
four or 75.5 per cent fell in the Upper Middle and Lower Middle classifi-
cations. When Sample 1, including the Lower Upper and Upper Middle 
groups, was compared with Sample 2, 68 per cent o:f those in Sample 1 
:found the program usefUl, and 65 per cent o:f those in Sample 2 :found 
the collegiate program either usefUl or very usefUl. These di:f:ferences 
are obviously not statistically signi:ficant. 
TABLE 4 
RELATIONSHIP OF CHAPIN'S SOCIAL STATUS SCALE (REVISED) 
TO USEEULNESS OF PROORAM 
Degree o:f 
Use:fulness Social Status Classes 
o:f 
Program 
Lower Upper Lower Upper 
Upper Middle Middle lower 
Very usefUl . . .. 2 . . 
UsefUl 4 ll 9 4 
Neutral 1 4 5 2 
Dys:functional .. 2 1 . . 







Table 5 contrasts the distance o:f the respondent :from the collegiate 
program with the use:fulness o:f the program to the graduate. The table is 
based on the scores on Part A II o:f the schedule :for the graduates at the 
time they were in college. Columns headed +1, 0, and -1 include those 
graduates whose scores were close to that o:f the institution, whether 
above or below. Columns -2 and -3 represent those respondents who were 
:farther :from the collegiate program in their home experiences and practices. 
Seventy-two per cent o:f those near the program compared to 63 per cent o:f 
those some distance :fran the program :found it to be usefUl or very use:ful. 
The difference is not statistically significant although the difference 
is in the direction suggested Qy the major hypothesis of the present 
study. Of all the data gathered, these were most closely related to 
that hypothesis. When the t test showed no significant difference, the 
Pearson product moment coefficient of correlation was applied. However, 
this, too, showed no significant correlation be~<een the distance from 
the program and its usefulness. 
TABLE 5 
RELATIONSHIP OF Diffi'ANCE FRCM COLLEGIATE PROORAM 
TO ITS USEFULNESS TO GRADUATE 
Degree of Distance from Programa 
Usefulness 
to 
Graduate +1 0 -1 -2 -3 
Very useful . . .. 1 1 . . 
Useful 1 3 8 11 5 
Neutral .. 1 3 4 4 
DysfUnctional .. . . 1 1 1 







~~· . . +1 represents graduate shghtl;y above program, 0 and -1 shghtl;y 
below, -2 and -3 correspondingly greater distances from program. 
Table 6 compares the usefulness of the program to the scores of 
the respondents indicating their present practices and experiences. 
Although 70 per cent with scores over 85 compared with 61 per cent with 
scores under 85 found the program useful or very useful, the difference 
was not significant. 
It is noteworthy that although all of the institutions had a 
lower score on practices and experiences in 196o than in the period when 
the respondents were in college,1 32 or 71 per cent of the graduates had 
a higher score in the latter period. The gains ranged from two to twenty-
three points. 
TABLE 6 
RELATIONSHIP OF SCORES ON PRESENT H<J.lE PRACTICES 
AND EXPERIENCES TO USEFULNESS OF ffiOGRAM 
Degree of Scores 
Usefulness 
65-69 70-74 75-79 So-84 85-89 90-94 95-99 
Very usef'ul . . . . . . . 2 . . 
Usef'ul . . . . 4 7 8 7 2 
Neutral . 2 1 3 3 1 2 
Dysfunctional 1 .. . . . . . 2 . . . . 







When changes in scores on home practices and experiences for the two 
periods were compared with social mobility as rated by the change in the 
scores on Hollingshead 1 s index, there were some respondents 'Who had higher 
scores and some who had lower scores on home practices and experiences in 
each of the classifications of mobility: decided upward movement, move-
ment upward, no change, and movement downward. These figures are shown 
in Table 7. 
Part B of the schedule2 consists of a rating sheet of homemaking 
and extra homemaking activities originally devised by Van Bortel3 in her 
study of homemaking concepts, practices, and attitudes in two social 
classes. A summary of Part B for all respondents is shown in Table 8. 
1See page 1:-s 
TABLE 7 
RELATIONSHIP OF POSITIVE OR NEGATIVE CHANGES IN SCORES ON HCME 
PRACTICES AND EXPERIENCEsa WITH DEGREE OF MOVEMENT 
AS MEASURED BY HOLLINGSHEAD INDEX 
Mobilityb ~egative or No Change Positive Change Total 
Number Range Number Range Number 
Decided u;pwa.rd 
movement 3 -2 to -16 8 2 to 20 
Movement upward 3 0 to - 7 12 3 to 21 
No change 5 o to -11 10 2 to 23 
Movement downward 2 -4 to - 9 2 10 to 14 
Total 13 0 to -16 32 2 to 23 
a o, Based on difference between Rating 1 and Rating 2. See 
Activity 
TABLE 8 
ATTITUDES TCli'ARD H~ ACTIVITIES EXPRESSED 







Positive Negative Indifferent 
Attitude Attitude Attitude 
Food preparation 65 20 15 
Housekeeping 29 38 33 
Clothing, care of 47 30 23 
Supervision of 
children 57 34 9 
Managerial 61 26 14 
Miscellaneous 56 24 21 
Extra homemaking 
activities 64 33 4 
Mean for all 
activities 53 29 18 
. 
aPercentages are rounded to nearest whole number so fJ.gures may not 
total 100. 
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Van Bartel found in her study that respondents in the upper middle 
class had a consistently higher number of indifferent responsesl to 
every homemaking activity other than food preparation than did the upper 
lower class homemakers. With this one exception, they rated 34 to 47 
per cent of their responses to the various groups of activities in the 
indifferent category. 
Although Van Bartel's classification of upper middle class and upper 
lower class was based on criteria developed by Warner and. his associates 
and., in the present stucy classification of social status has used other 
criteria, a comparison has been made. Van Bortel' s sample was drawn 
from a single city with no attention paid to whether or not the respon-
dents had had any home economics education. In the present stucy, the 
sample was drawn entirely from home economics graduates of the three 
specific institutions who were living in three different states. One 
would expect that home economics graduates would have a larger number of 
positive responses to the various homemaking activities. For this reason, 
the rating scale of homemaking activities was used as an index to the 
usefulness of the program. For the purpose of this comparison, respon-
dents in the present study were divided into two groups, those with high 
social status at present as measured by Hollingshead's index as being in 
group I and. II, and. those with low social status or groups III and. IV. 
Table 9 shows a comparison of these two groups with the mean for all 
homemaking activities for the entire group of home economics graduates and 
with the means for Van Bartel's two groups representing upper middle and 
upper lower class homemakers in general. 
Statistical significance was determined by comparing the percentages 
1Ibid., Table 18, J:l• 157. 
for positive responses, negative responses, and indifferent responses, 
respectively, with the total number of responses for each group of 
respondents and applying the ,1 test to each type of response. There was 
no significant difference between the negative responses of either social 
status group when home economics graduates and homemakers in general 
were compared. However, home economics graduates in Group A, representing 
the higj:ler social status groups, had a significantly higj:ler number of 
positive responses that did those in the u;pper midclle class in Van 
Bortel' s st\lizy. This difference was significant at the l per cent level. 
Group A from the present st\lizy also had a significantly lower number of 
indifferent responses than the comparable group in Van Bortel' s study. 
This difference was significant at the l per cent level. 
TABLE 9 
CGIPARISON OF HCW: ECONCMrCS GRADUATES AND HCJ.lEMAKERS IN 
GENERAL ON RATING OF HCJ.Im.IAKING ACTIVITIES WHEN 
CIASSIFIED ACCORDING TO SOCIAL fJ.rATUS 
Means for 
Ber Cent of Total Responses 
Positive Negative Indifferent 
Attitude Attitude Attitude 
All homemaking activities, 
entire group 5l.9 19.4 28.7 
Group A, higj:l social status, 
grou;ps I and II 52.9 19·5 27.7 
Group B, low social status, 
groups In and IV 49.8 19.0 3l.l 
Van Bortel' s st\lizy, u;pper 
lj{J.o lj{J.o midclle classa 20.0 
Van Bortel' s st\lizy, upper 
lower class 55.0 22.0 23.0 
" "'Dorothy Greey Van Bortel, Homemaking. Concepts, PractJ.ces and 
Attitudes in Two Social Classes" (unpublished Hl..D. dissertation, Universi-
ty of Chicago, 1954) Table 18, p. 157. 
c.,.:._) 
In the comparison of the lower social status groups, the number 
of positive responses by homemakers fran Van Bortel' s study was signifi-
cantly greater at the 5 per cent level than for Group B from the present 
study. The number of indifferent responses for the latter group were 
significantly greater at the 1 per cent level than for the homemakers 
from Van Bortel' s sample of upper lower class homemakers. In another 
publication dealing with the same data,l Van Bortel raises the question 
as to whether the larse number of indifferent responses truly reflects 
indifference or whether it can mean that the upper hamemakers felt their 
social role would not allow them to reveal a negative attitude. This 
same question migb.t well be asked of the lower social status hamemakers 
in the present study. 
lnorotby Greey Van Bortel and Irma H. Gross, "A Camparison of Harne 
Management in Two Socio-Econamic Groups", Mich. State Collese Agricultural 
Experiment Station (Tech. Bull. 24o, East Lansing Mich., April 1954), p. 36. 
CHAPl'ER rv 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
Three major questions remain to be considered: Was the major 
hypothesis of the study borne out by the findings? Could the method-
ology have been improved to provide a clearer test of the hypothesis? 
What are the imPlications of the present study for further study and 
for collegiate home economics programs? 
1. Validity of Hypothesis 
Of the comparisons relating various indices of socio-economic 
level to the usefulness of the college home economics program, only 
three showed statistically significant differences. One of these dealt 
with the degree of social mobility between the time the respondents 
were in college and the present; two were concerned with the homemakers' 
attitudes toward homemaking activities and compared the present sample 
with a grou,p of homemakers in general. 
A smaller per cent of those respondents who had experienced some 
upward or decided upward movement on the Hollingshead scale found their 
college background useful or very useful than those who had experienced 
no change or downward movement. When those who had shown decided upward 
mobility were compared with all other respondents, a significantly 
larger number of the former group rated the home economics program as 
neutral or dysfunctional. Several reasons mi@lt be suggested to 
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explain this. It is possible that the respondents 11ho have r.mde up;mrd 
progress tal:;.e it f'or granted; too, they r.ay feel that their ability to 
adapt to the ne>.; situation is due to their = inne.te qualities rather 
than to their educational background. Because of the larger supply of 
resources at their COi::".IJ1and, they rJay be less conscious oi' using or o:L 
needing to use their hone econonics preparation. They have no >-rrJ.y o: 
l:nowing hov they vould have responded to the various situations in 
vhich they have found the1:1selves had they not had hone econonics in 
college. T'ftis illustrates o. tendency in those 1<ho have been successi'ul 
in :tlOVing up]{ard to reject their past. 
None of the other cor;1parisons based on social status as 1·.:easured 
by Hollincshead 1 s index showed sie;nificant differences. nevertheless, 
the trends indicated by these comparisons are of interest. A SJ:laller 
propoi·tion of those whose fathers were rated in lower socio-econonic 
groups according to Hollingshead found the program useful tl1an did 
those 1<hose fathers >·rere in the upper social levels. This trend is in 
the direction which >·rould support the rmjor hypothesis of this study. 
On the other hand, a larger proportion of the respondents vhose husbands 
rated low accordinc to the Hollingshead index considered the prograr; 
useful. These horJ.er.-::.akers nay of ; necessity have r:ade r.;.ore use of their 
background because of lrnited resources. It should be noted that the 
respondents as a vhole had noved up]{ard and that the lovest ratinc 
husband v1as considerably above the lowest ratine; ?ather on the Hollinc;s-
head scale. 
In cOio:paring the individual 1 s hOLle experiences and practices 1<i th 
those o:f the collegiate program, a larger proportion of those vhose 
scores vere nearer to the score of the corresponding institution reported 
that they had found the program useful than did those a greater distance 
from the program. This trend is in the direction of supporting the major 
hypothesis of the present study; however, the differences were not statis-
tically significant. 
Scores on the Chapin Social Status Scale as revised b,y Guttman showed 
the least differences between upper and lower socio-economic groups in the 
proportions reporting that their home economics education had been useful 
to them. 
As a final comparison, the respondents who had present ratings which 
were high in all three of the indices to socio-economic level were contrasted 
with the remainder of the respondents in relation to the usefulness of the 
program. Thirteen of the respondents rated in Class I or II on the 
Hollingshead index had a present score of 85 or above on home experiences 
and practices and rated as lower upper or upper middle class on the Chapin 
Scale. Only two respondents did not rate high on any of these three 
scales. Of the thirteen who ranked high in all three ratings, eight re-
ported the program had been useful to them; three were neutral; and two 
rated the program as dysfunctional. When compared with the twenty-two of 
the remaining thirty-two respondents who found the program useful, there 
was no significant difference between the two groups. The trend, however, 
did not support the hypothesis of the study. 
Home economics graduates from upper socio-economic levels revealed 
a significantly higher number of positive attitudes toward homemaking 
tasks than did homemakers fran the upper middle class in general as reported 
by Van Bartel. Home economics graduates from the lower social status 
groups had a significantly higher number of indifferent responses to 
homemaking activities than did those in the upper lower class in Van 
Bortel' s stucly. There were no significant differences between the two 
social status groups a.nd between the two studies in the number of negative 
attitudes toward homemaking activities. 
The question arises a.s to whether the larger proportion of positive 
attitudes in the higher socio-economic group of home economics graduates 
is due to the aptitudes which led them to stucly home economics in college 
or whether it is their experiences in home economics which affected their 
attitudes. It should be noted that many of the activities checked, for 
example, cleaning an attic, would not have been experienced in their home 
economics classes. On the other hand, habits of organization a.nd interest 
in simplification of work gained in home economics classes without 
question might affect the homemaker's a.tti tude toward this task. The 
respondents were asked to react to each activity whether it is one which 
they perform regularly or not a.t a.ll. No record wa.s ma.de of whether or 
not the homemaker did perform each activity. It is possible that the 
homemaker in the upper socio-economic group of home economics graduates 
ha.s more choice than her counterpart in the lower socio-economic group a.s 
to whether she carries on a. specific activity. This in turn might mske 
her a.tti tudes toward those she does perform more positive. The home 
economics graduates in the lower social status group ha.d a. significantly 
higher number of indifferent responses than did the lower status group 
in Va.n Bortel's stucly, but about the same proportion of negative responses. 
It mBlf be that they ha.d a. feeling of dislqya.lty to their chosen field of 
stucly if they marked a. large number of items a.s disliked. When the 
proportion of positive responses for the higher social status group in 
the present stucl;v was compared with the upper middle class group in Van 
Bortel' s stucly, the former group had scores which were significantly 
higher at the 1 per cent level. These findings, while suggesting that a 
home economics background may have had a positive effect upon the attitudes 
toward homemaking among higher status women, do not relate directly to the 
major hypothesis of the present investigation. 
From the findings of this study, it can be concluded that for the 
sample studied the differences in practices and in the degree of useful-
ness of the collegiate home economics program are not significantly 
related to the socio-economic level of the respondent either at the time 
she was in college or her present socio-economic status except in those 
cases in Which the respondent experienced extreme upward mobility between 
the two periods. Then a negative relationship appeared. It is apparent 
that some factor is operable in determining the degree of usefulness of 
the collegiate home economics program to its graduates, but on the basis 
of the present study it cannot be concluded that socio-economic status 
at a given time is the intervening variable. 
2. Critig_ue of Methodology 
The respondents in the present study comprised an unusually 
homogeneous group. Not only were they all home economics graduates, 
but they also represented a narrow age span and only the early stages of 
the life cycle. All but three of the respondents were married, and only 
two of those married were gainfully employed full time outside the home. 
Furthermore, they lived within a restricted geographical area. No 
g_uestions were asked concerning their previous mobility outside southern 
New England, but most of them had apparently been in this region since 
graduation from college. lliis might indicate a more than usually con-
servative group. 
A number of the women listed by their institutions as single and 
living in southern New England had married and/or moved to another area. 
Only seven single women living in Massachusetts, Connecticut, or Rhode 
Island were contacted. Of this number, one was ineligible because she 
had served as the home management house adviser since her graduation 
and was interviewed in that capacity. Of the remaining six, three 
refused to cooperate but gave no reason. It is interesting to note 
that all three 'Who did cooperate held the masters degree. The number 
involved is too small to test statitistically, but the inference might 
be drawn that single women were more willing to take part if there was 
same evidence of their professional progress. 
Despite differences in socio-economic status, the large majority 
of the group was from classes II and III based on Hollingshead 1 s index 
at the time they were in college. None of the respondents was rated as 
being in the upper upper class according to Chapin. Young women from 
the upper upper class are more likely to attend an exclusive women's 
college 'Where only fragments of areas usually covered in home economics 
curricula are taught and 'Where there is little emphasis on pre-professional 
education. 
To a degree, the homogeneity described above is typical of the 
population represented by the sample; however, to same extent it can 
be attributed to the selection of the sample. This is particularly 
true of the characteristics of age, stage of the life cycle, gainful 
emplqyment, and geographical location. 
The instruments used in the interviews with the respondents did 
probe social differences. Although the responses showed considerable 
similarity among the college graduates, the range on a number of different 
I.'_ 
characteristics was revealing. Education of the father ranged from that 
of one father who had finished only the seventh grade to another who had 
both a masters and a law degree. This encompassed the entire range of 
scores from 7 to 1 for education on the Hollingshead index. Education 
of the husband or of the single respondent herself covered a smaller 
span, from 4 to 1. five husbands had completed high school and one held 
the doctors degree. On the occupational scale, the father again ran the 
entire gamut, with one father both a railroad worJcer and milkman, another 
a realtor with holdings of over $100,000, and still another Who had re-
tired at fifty from an executive position in a family business valued 
at several hundred thousand dollars. five i'athers ;rere in the top occu-
pational group. Again the husbands or single respondents represented a 
smaller range of ratings, from 4 to 1. Their occupations ranged from 
beer salesman or airlines clerk to superintendent of schools in a medium 
sized city, surgeon, and college teacher. Eleven of this group were in 
the top rank of occupations. 
Part A II of the schedule Which covered home practices and experi-
ences also touched on widely differing social levels. In many cases the 
range of scores on a given item was small, but on others wide extremes 
were found. For example, many homemakers had no paid help, but in one 
case there was a full-time houselceeper although the homemaker was neither 
em,ployed nor ill. In some homes, preference was expressed for familiar 
foods or the homemaker felt exotic foods were too expensive. In others, 
experimentation was valued, and exotic, foreign, and gourmet foods were 
served often. In same homes, financial matters were controlled by the 
wife; in others, the husband had control with or without the wife's 
having a personal and/or household allowance. Same families had a 
common purse or money doled out upon request; others had a joint checking 
account. In both periods, most of the families had no professional advice 
on the redecoration of their homes. While the respondents were in college, 
six families had same professional advice; in the later period, only two 
families had advice from a professional decorator. 
Had more open end questions been used in this part of the schedule, 
still greater variations might have been revealed. In this case, weights 
for different practices would have had to be established after the answers 
were classified. Determining weights of the items before any interviews 
were held was intended to provide objectivity; however, since the panel 
of weighters would have had no contact with the interviews and would have 
had no laaowledge of the frequency of responses for a given characteristic, 
their objectivity would not have been affected. 
Not all of the items in Part A II made use of all the possible 
weights from 1, representing low status, to 5, representing high status. 
A weight of 1 was used sparingly in the items included. Only four of 
the twenty-six items related to the parents' home, and six of the twenty-
six items had a weight of 1 for the respondent's home. In the earlier 
period, a total of eleven weights of 1 was given for the entire sample 
of forty-five respondents. In the current period, only five weights of 
1 were used. Sixteen items carried a possible weight of 5 in the earlier 
period, and ten in the later period. The number of scores of 5 actually 
given were 164 and 134, respectively, for the two periods. 
Fewer than 4 per cent of all answers which could have been weighted 
1 received that score. Over 25 per cent of the responses which could have 
been given a score of 5 received this weight. This difference is signi-
ficant at the 1 per cent level. Therefore, it is apparent that the 
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schedule was skewed toward the hiej:J.er status items, but that these activities 
and practices were more typical of the sample than were the lower status items. 
Of the sixteen items which carried a weight of 5 during the respondents' 
college years, the 164 scores of 5 represent 22.8 per cent of the total 
possible number of scores of 5· On the other hand, because fewer items 
carried the weight of 5 during the later period, the 134 scores of 5 for the 
respondents' own homes represent 29.8 per cent of all such possible scores. 
This difference is significant at the 1 per cent level. It also indicates 
agreement with the other indices used which show that the social status of' 
the respondents at present is higher than that of' their parents at the time 
they were in college. 
A critical examination of Part A II shows several weaknesses. First, 
items included such as the emphasis on planning ahead, emphasize conservation 
of resources and conformity to "approved" patterns rather than creativity. 
Management which deals with the conservation of scarce resources is a major 
focus of home economics. 14anagement, however, is creative in stressing aware-
ness of rapidly changing resources and situations and in emphasizing ingenuity 
and individuality for maximizing satisfaction from the use of resources. 
The latter aspect was not hi €Plighted by the schedule. Neither was there 
evidence concerning the ways in which the families adapted to changing situa-
tions or their success in so doing. 
vlith technological advances in and out of the home, time and energy 
are freer than in the past. The American economy is recognized as an affluent 
one. Thus, the resources which may be most scarce for homemal<:ers, particularly 
those whose children are older or have left home, consist of the interests and 
the abilities which will enable them to make creative and satisfying use of 
the leisure time and the increased income which are now theirs. Methods of 
saving time and energy are of great help _to the physica~ handicapped, but 
they ~ be unacceptable to the woman Who already has too much time and too 
little to do. 
A second weakness resulted from the inclusion of questions answered by 
"yes" or "no". A weight was given only for a "yes" answer. This resulted in 
these questions carrying more weight than questions with more alternatives and, 
consequently, with a larger range of weights. 
A major weakness was that not all questiD!ls were equa~ applicable to 
both individual families and to institutions as represented by the home manage-
ment house. Some questions, although they could be answered both in relation 
to individual families and to home management house practices, reflected quite 
different motivations or situations. Types of table service might be expected 
to be quite different in a home with several young children from that in a home 
management house group composed only of adults. Methods of allocation of funds 
and the length of time financial plans could be made ahead With realism differ 
widely in homes and in an institutional group in >fhich individuals stay only 
a matter of weeks. Questions such as these were raised by the panel of weighters 
but an attempt was made to weight the responses as accurately as possible with-
in the limits of the two different groups. 
To be sure that an index is accurate in measuring the less tangible 
characteristics with Which it is associated is difficult if not impossible. 
The home management house experience appeared to provide such an index to the 
socio-economic values stressed in the home .economics curricula at the institu-
tions represented in the study. Furthermore, it was an area of the home 
economics program with Which the investigator was thoroughly familiar, and it 
represented a home-like situation. Nevertheless, it left a number of things 
to be desired. It provided no access to information such as the emphasis on 
quality a:nd/or fashion in the area of clothing. Clothing is an area in which 
status of college students may be clearly observed and clothing can be changed 
more readily tha:n home furnishings. There was little basis for comparing 
aesthetic choices made by students, or their attitudes toward investments and 
credit, or to behavioral practices stressed in child development and family 
relations courses. 
Further study of the proposed hypothesis might be approached by asking 
the home economics faculty members in the institutions involved to analyze 
consciously their teachings to determine the underlying socio-economic values. 
Were this done, it would be valuable from two standpoints: (1) it might well 
reveal a greater variation among institutions than was apparent in the present 
study, and (2) it would make these values explicit not only for the study but 
also for those faculty members participating in the collegiate programs. It 
is admitted that such an analysis would be difficult to make and would be time 
constnning. 
A}lparently the respondents enjoyed filling out the rating sheet on home-
mruting activities or Part B of the schedule. Its place in the research design 
was not sufficiently thought through before the interviews were begun. Origi-
nally, it had been planned that the rating would serve as an index to the use-
fulness of the program to the individual. Since Van Bortel had not established 
norms for individuals, this was impractical. The scores from the ratings were 
not included in the individual profiles for this reason. Nevertheless, the 
ratings did make possible certain comparisons between respondents of different 
social status and between homemakers with and without home economics education. 
The latter comparisons should be viewed with caution since the basis for 
dividing the groups into different social classes is not the same. Vnn Bortel 
used criteria developed by Warner and his associates; the present study has 
relied most heavily upon Hollingshead 1 s inde:: to social status. Harner 1 s 
criteria would not have been suitable for use in the present study which in-
volved many different communities and which required a method of determining 
the respondents' social status at an earlier period. Despite the different 
bases, the comparisons appear justifiable. 
Chapin's Social Status Scale is ea~ to use, is practical for use in 
widely scattered locations, and is based on a concept which seems valid. Its 
major disadvantage is that it probably needs constant revision of the items 
included as well as their respective weights. In the scale at present, six 
points are given for a "large rug." Thus, wall-to-wall carpeting, a cheap 
fiber rug, and an oriental rug would all receive the same score. Television 
is now owned by a vast majority of .American families, yet it is not included 
in the scale. Non-ownership of this item may be a high rather than a low 
class characteristic. Presence of television in the living room may also 
indicate that there is only one room for special activities. 
Part D of the schedule consisted largely of open-end questions from 
which a score representing the usefulness of the collegiate program to the 
graduate was derived. One of the strengths of this section was that there 
was little or no evidence as to how a particular item would be scored and, 
therefore, there was apparently little attempt to give the "right" answer. 
The answers to the last question, "If I were starting college again, I would 
. ", were especially revealing. 
Home economics programs have "prestige ratings" when compared with other 
educational programs such as those in the so-called liberal arts, quite apart 
from their fUnctionality in relation to activities now carried on by the 
respondents. The classical dichotomy between work and leisure and between the 
practical and the purely theoretical noted in the review of literature still 
has many adherents. In an affluent society, more emphasis is placed upon the 
second aspect of the paired exaJnples given. These views may well have colored 
the answers by respondents, particular~ those who were urmard mobile. One 
respondent whose husband was in the top socio-economic group as classified 
by Hollingshead, gave very favorable replies in Part D indicating the program 
had been very usef'ul to her. When she read the last question, she told the 
interviewer that she feared she might seem to contradict herself, for, despite 
all the value her home economics background had, she thought she would major 
in English were she starting college again. There was evidence that she was 
considering the attitude of her husband and others toward her home economics 
background. The inclusion of open-end questions such as ''Vlhat does your 
husband (or your fami~, or your friends) think of your home economics back-
ground?" mi€!)lt give a clue to such attitudes and their effect upon the 
respondent's evaluation of her collegiate background. 
The questionnaire was pretested with a small m.unber of subjects, but 
same questions remained ambiguous. Whether because of the choice of questions 
or because of the fact that the majority of the respondents were hame~'ers 
with young children, the answers reflected the usefulness of the program to 
the individual in the area of hom~ing to a greater extent that in the area 
of a profession or to her as an individual. Home economists in general 
believe that this educational field can make a real contribution in the area 
of homemaking, but its major focus is becoming more and more the preparation 
for professions which provide services which are in a sense an extension of 
the fami~ into the community. Students, who are very much marriage-oriented, 
may not be as conscious of this emphasis as are the faculty members who recog-
nize that marriage does not preclude a career or a profession today. Nineteen 
of the respondents plan to worl' outside the home in the future; an equal 
number said they might; and seven hope not to work. It is possible that the 
professional or non-professional orientation of the respondents may have 
affected their responses. Since information was not obtained indicating 
whether they expect or desire future emplqyment to be in the field of home 
economics, no atterr~t was made to correlate plans for emplqyment ;rith their 
evaluation of the usefulness of the home economics program to them. 
In the present study, the number of respondents was limited to forty-
five because of the time and cost involved in holding interviews in the homes 
of respondents scattered over three states. Had this research problem never 
been finished, the author would still have benefited from this first-hand 
contact with graduates which gave her insight into their level of living, 
their values and standards, and their attitudes toward life in general as 
well as home economics in particular. This practical experience and lcnm,ledge 
would not have been available had the data been gathered by mailed question-
naires. 
3. Implications 
FUrther investigations related to the present study might include a 
much larger sample drawn from a more varied age group, a wider geographical 
distribution, and with matched groups of those who are professionally oriented 
and those who are not. Either a larger proportion of single women should be 
included in the sample or they should be excluded. V~iled questionnaires, 
including more projective and more open-end questions might be used for the 
collection of data because interviews would probably not be feasible. From 
the standpoint of information gained, the questionnaire no doubt would be 
adequate. 
Prior to a replication or extension of the present study, it would be 
interesting to make a study to determine whether certain characteristics such 
as emphasis on conservation of resources are typical of home economics 
graduates, whether they were a factor in the young <roman 1 s choice of 
home economics as a field of concentration, or whether she developed 
them as a result of her experiences in a collegiate home economics pro-
gram. 
An attempt should be made to find a broader index to the total home 
economics program than the home management house has proved to be. 
In weighting behavior practices and patterns as indicators of socio-
economic status, panels or home economists and of non-home economists 
might be used and their results compared. The weights should be determined 
after rather than before the answers of the respondents have been classified. 
Further study is needed to consider the effect of other factors than 
social status of the student upon the usefulness of the program. Two such 
factors which merit further study are (1) the effect of the stage of the 
life cycle in which she finds herself upon the individual's assessment of 
the usefulness of the program, and (2) the effect of the respondent's 
intelligence. The latter factor may well determine whether the individual 
is able to use her collegiate background as a basis for further inquiry 
and creativity or whether she merely acquires certain knowledge or skills 
which may became outmoded. 
Three major implications for teachers of home economics at the 
college level emerge from the present study. First, the collegiate level 
should provide experiences reflecting varied socio-economic levels both 
because this presents more alternativies for the individual's consider-
ation regardless of her socio-economic level and because graduates 
apparently represent a fairly wide spread of socio-economic classes both 
during college and after their graduation. 
Secor:d, co.Te:L:'tll o.nG.lysi.s in 2.1eeded to dctcJ.~;.~inc ~~net.~.1c-'...~ SlL~:.='icie:::;..t 
c:lo.n[}2S ha~!e Oeet;. ~-,:ade in the hm.:e econor:lics proc;ro.:r.1 as exer.:plificd in 
the h01·.1e no.nagc::1ent house. T:'le sir::ilarity of' the scores -L'or each o:=- the 
houses u.t the tva t~L.:c l)eriocls stuclied lrns ;:_uch Gl~cate:.~ tllc.~l :~or -'cl:e 
i L1cli vi cl uo..1 s . 
pe::..~iocl tho..n ~·a:~.~ the period \·Then they vrere in collec;c. Jl..lthou,j.1 o~lly one 
responde:1t had a hicher score than the co_L~responclii1C insti ttrCim:;. i~:. -'che 
earlier period, 20 per ce~1t of the responder .. -'(;s ho.cl l'G.tii.lGS l1ij.1cr thal1 
the correspondinG institution in the later period. 
sco:;_--·e j_n the later LJeriod rer:tained higher thun that o; o.ny o:L its c:.~o.due.tes. 
Hot1-rithsta:1dinc; these i'i[:.-ures, a third iL:plicat.ioi1 o:C the stucly is 
that hoLe econor:,ics is nuch rore sophisticated thc..n is o:C'tc1"2. recoc;:1ized. 
At the collec;io.te level, little er.1phasis is given to sl:.ills. O:i.~ the :Lort:r-
five respondents, only tw·o stressed s~:ills as the aspect o:::' ti"2-eir hot:e 
econa:-.:ics bacl:;T:ound which ho.cl been r.:ost helpful to tlJ.eL. In the cla~~ oZ 
a COl1Sm·::e:.:· econor.:y, vcat vreic;ht is t;i ven to econor::ic, sociolo;:;icu.l c.;..:'lcl 
tcchnolocical :La.cto1~s in neetinc; the food, clothinc:; and. housinG needs of 
the :Lar:dly. At the sar.:e tir.J.e, considerable enphasis is placed on choice-
naking, ti1e r::anagerial aspects o:L various phases o:,? ho::1er:.o.::inc and h01·.~e 
econo:r.',ics professions, and interpersonal relo.tio:1ships. 
aesthetics al~e also stressed. Hone econonists do not dmn1 r;rc:..de nu..tc:ria.l 
goods vrhich have been r:ade o.vailable by industry, but recob-.nize that 
nanager1ent is needed in relation to their most e::'fectivc use, that 
they r.:ust be selected in relation to the situation in which they vriil be 
used, and that it is possible to use products ol' nass pTocluction creatively. 
Each area within home economics provides a wide variety o~ experiences. 
For example, a single course may include contact with gourmet foods and 
planning menus suitable ~or wel~are clients. There is need to ma.'<:e this 
breadth known. The present study indicates that home economics has much 
to o~~er students o~ many di~ferent socio-economic backgrounds. 
Finally, attention should be given to the fact that the respondents 
stressed homemaking almost to the exclusion of professional and personal 
development in discussing the areas in Which their college education had 
been most help:ful. Personal development was least frequently mentioned. 
This raises a question as to the e~~ectiveness o~ the program as an 
integrating theme. These young women apparently have not became conscious 
o~ the varied roles Which they must play during their li~etime While at 
the same time maintaining their individuality. This concept might well 
be an integrating theme around which the collegiate program in home 
economics could be built. Fewer courses, less rigid in structure and 
carrying more credit than is new typical, and drawing upon many ~ields 
including human dynamics, technology, the humanities, and the social and 
biological sciences would perhaps result in greater ~lexibility and greater 




GLOSSARY OF TERMS 
l. Anticipatory socialization is a pattern of conformity to the values 
of a non-membership group to Which the individual aspires. 
2. Culture is that complex Whole canposed of all the characteristics 
and ways of behavior acquired by and created by men as members of 
society. 
3· The function of any recurrent activity in a culture is the contri-
bution it makes to the maintenance of the structural continuity; it 
refers to observable objective consequences and not to subjective 
aims, motives and purposes. 
4. An out-goup is a non-membership group for the individual or group 
in question. In-group or membership groups and out-groups are often 
sub-groups within a larger social organization and hostility does 
not necessarily exist between in- and out-groups. 
5· Socialization is the process, conscious or unconscious, of trans-
mitting the cultural uniformities and standards to the coming 
generation. 
6. Social stratification is the arrangement of societal elements or 
classes in a hierarchy. A large group of families approximately 
equal to each other in personal prestige, occupation, value orienta-
tions, possessions and wealth, and clearly differentiated tram other 
families in these respects, is considered to be a class. 
7. A theory of reference group behavior treats both processes of social 
differentiation and social consolidation. This theory considers 
under what conditions associates within one's own group are taken as 
a frame of reference for self-evaluation and attitude formation re-
sulting in social consolidation and under which conditions out-groups 
or non-membership groups provide the significant frame of reference. 
APPENDIX II 
Iwn:RVIEM SCHEDULE FCR GRADUATES 
Code No. 
--
I. Background Information 
a. A. B. or B. S. from ----------- (inst.) (year) 
-
b. Major f'ield within home econanics --------------
c. Present age (nearest birthdey) ---------------
d. Marital status (circle one) single, married, widowed, divorced 
e. l. (not to be asked of single woman) Age of each child, indi-
cating B or G -----------------------------
2. Does a.eyone other than you, your husband and your children 
live in your home7 If so, please specify other members. 
f. l. (to be asked of women not living with their husbands and 
single women) Do you live (check only one): 
a) at home with your parents ____ _ 
b) in a single roam __ _ 
c) in an apartment __ _ 
2. Do you share the roam or apartment? ______ If so, specify 
number __ _ 
g. What is the educational background of your: 
father __ ; husband __ 
mother __ , 
Occupational data: Be very specif'ic. If professional, note whether 
salaried or independent; if managerial, determine size of unit; if 
supervisory, note how many Sl.WElrvised; if skilled or semi-skilled, 
specify job. 
h. Occupation of father at time you were in college--------
i. O:!cupation of mother, if gain~ employed when you were in 
college. ___________________________________________________ __ 
j. O:!cupation of husband. _________________________________ ~-----
k. 1. Have you been gain~ employed at any time since graduation? 
2. If yes, specifY most recent position~-----------------------
3. Is hane econanics training required for this job? _________ _ 
Desirable?. _______ __ 
1. 1. Are you gain~ employed at present? _____ If yes, full 
time? 
------
2. Do you plan to work in the future? (Circle one) Yes, No, 
Perhaps 
m. What is (are) your major reason(s) for working now or for planning 
to work in the future: _______________________________________ ___ 
n. Did you help finance your college education? ________ If yes, check 
appropriate item below? 
1. worked only SUllllllers.-:----~ 
2. worked· part time during school year 
3. worked part time during school year __ a_nd-:;--;;ful=l time SUllllllers 
4. worked full time while attending school~------
5. took time out to earn:__ ___ _ 
II. Home Practices and Experiences 
The following information is being obtained to determine how similar 
or dissimilar your home experiences were to those provided in the 
home econanics program, and how they compare with your own present 
practices. ~stions concerning your parents 1 home should be ansvered 
in terms of the period when you were in college. While there may be 
some things about your parents 1 home which you do not know or remember, 
please make your answers as complete as possible. 
Item Parents 1 Home Own Home 
Response Weight Response Weight 
a. Equipment Owned 
1. washing machine 1. __ _ 1. __ _ 
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Item Parents 1 Home ();m Home 
Response Weight Response Weight 
1. waShing machine, continued 
a) none, laundry done 
at home or at com-
mercial launderette 2 3 
b) none, laundry 
sent out 5 5 
c) non-automatic 3 2 
d) automatic, all 
laundry done at 
home 4 3 
e) automatic, sheets 
and/or shirts sent out 5 4 
f) laundry done at home 
by maid 5 5 
2. steam iron (yes or no) 1 2. 4 2. 3 
3· clothes dryer (yes or no) 3· 5 3- 4 4. dishwasher (yes or no) 4. 5 4. 4 
b. Hell2 Available in House and 
Yard 
5:--paid help (insert letter) 5. 5· 
a) no paid help 2 2 
b) occasional part-time 
help 4 4 
c) regular part-time help 5 5 
d) fUll-time housekeeper, 
homemaker employed 4 4 
e) fUll-time housekeeper, 
homemaker not employed 5 5 
c. Plannin~ 1 Non-Financial 6. written work plans for self 6. 6. 
or others (yes or no) 5 5 
7- plans for leisure time, 1· 7-
need not be written 
(Yes or no) 4 4 
8. menu planning (insert 8. 8. 
letter) 
a) no planning prior 
to starting pre-
paration of meal 2 2 
b) same menus rotated 
over period of several 
weel<:s 4 4 
1m nyes" and "no" questions, weight given refers to "yes" reply. 
Item Parents' Home Own Home 
Response Weight Response Weight 
8. menu planning (insert 
letter), continued 
c) dinner menus 
planned f'or 3 
or 4 days 3 3 
d) dinner menus 
planned f'or a 
weelt 3 3 
e) all menus planned 
one day at a time 4 3 
f) all menus planned 
for 3 or 4 days 4 4 
g) all menus planned 
f'or a week 4 4 
h) suf'f'icient f'ood 
purchased f'or week, 
specif'ic menus planned 
as week progresses 2 3 
i) meat f'or dinner 
planned f'or 3-6 days, 
other items planned as 
week progresses 4 3 
9· f're quency of' shopping (insert 9· 9· 
letter 
a) daily l l 
b) 2 or 3 times weekly 3 3 
c) weekly except f'or 
highly perishable 
f'oods 4 3 
lO. market orders lO. lO. 
(insert letter) 
a) no written list, 
most purchases 
routine 2 2 
b) list of' f'oods 
needing replace-
ment 3 3 
c) purchases based 
largely on amount 
of' money in purse l l 
d) market order based 
on planned menus 4 4 
e) f'ood purchased based 
on "best buys" in 
newspaper 4 4 
f') impulse buying based 
on displays in store 2 3 
,- .. 1 
~ v 
Item Parents' Home Own Home 
Response Weight Response Weigj:l.t 
d. Practices in Relation 
to Food 
ll. use of convenience ll. 11. 
-- --f'ood.s 
a) frozen and semi-
prepared foods 
used in dishes made 
at hame 5 3 
b) TV dinners used 
frequently 4 3 




frequently 5 4 
d) no frozen or 
semi-prepared 
foods used 3 2 
12. attitude toward new foods 12. 12. 
--or new forms of foods 
a) prefer familiar 
foods and products 3 2 
b) welcame and try new 
products which make 
meals more interesting 
or easier 4 4 
c) accept new foods or new 
forms of foods if recan-
mended by sane one who 
has used them 4 3 
d) would like to use 
ready-prepared and 
convenience foods but 
feel they are too 
expensive 3 2 
e) use new types of 
foods--exotic, 
foreign etc. 5 4 
13. service of food at family 13. 13. 
--dinners 
a) host serves meat, 
vegetables are 
passed 5 5 
b) food passed in 
serving dishes, 
members serve 
themselves 3 3 
Item Parents' Home Own Home 
Response Weight Response Weight 
13. service of food at 
family dinners, continued 
c) host serves entire 
main course 5 5 
d) filled plates are 
served from kitchen 
by family members 
before family is 
seated 2 3 
e) filled plates are 
served from kitchen 
by servant or family 
member after family 
is seated 5 5 
f) family members serve 
themselves from kitchen, 
if family 2 1 
if single 
person 3 
g) food is served on 
trays in front of TV 4 2 
h) food is served in 
patio or back yard 4 3 
i) several patterns 
mentioned (13 a, 
b, c, etc . ) are 
4 used interchangeably 3 
14. service of food at guest 14. 14. 
dinners 
a) host serves meat, 
vegetables are 
passed 4 4 
b) food is passed in 
serving dishes 3 3 
c) host serves entire 
main course 5 5 
d) filled plates served 
from kitchen by family 
members before guests 
are seated 3 3 
e) filled plates served 
from kitchen by 
family member or 
servant after guests 
are seated 5 4 
''r') 
c 
Item Parents 1 Home Own Home 
Response Weight Response Weight 
l4o service of food at 
guest dinners, continued 
f) guests serve them-
selves at buffet 5 4 
g) guests serve them-
selves in patio or 
back yard 4 3 
l5o meals family members l5o l5o 
regularly eat together 
a) do not eat breakfast 
and/or lunch together 4 3 
b) children do not eat 
dinner with parents 
so parents may have 
privacy 4 4 
c) family members do not 
eat dinner together due 
to work schedule of one 
or more members 4 4 
d) dinners often not eaten 
together because of 
social commitments 
( e o go cOlllllluni ty 
participation) on 
part of one or more 
family members 4 3 
e) no meals eaten 
together regularly 1 1 
f) all meals eaten 
together 4 3 
l6o two most common forms of l6o l6o 
entertaining used (formal 
or informal) with number 
of times per month o 
a) "drop-in" or family 
only, regardless of 
frequency 2 2 
b) varied kinds of 
entertainment, though 
infrequent 4 4 
c) varied kinds of enter-
tainment (may include 
"drop-in") done frequently 4 4 
d) one kind of entertainment 
(not "drop-in"), but in-
frequent 3 3 
Item Parents' Home Own Home 
Response Weight Response Weight 
l6. two most common forms 
of entertainment, continued 
e) one kind of entertainment 
(not "drop-in") done 
frequently 4 4 
l7. entertaining includes an l7. l7. 
occasional large tea or 
cocktail party (yes or nof 4 4 
l8. typical refreshments for l8. l8. 
between-meal occasions When --- -
guests have been invited 
a) beverage and a rich 
sweet, cake or cookies 3 3 b) unusual desserts, 
stressing variety 
(baked Alaska, etc.) 5 5 
c) chips, dips, snacks, 
etc. 4 3 
d) cocktails, chips, dips, 
sandwiches and/or 
dessert later in evening 5 4 
e) two courses, e.g. creamed 
chicken on toast, home-
made cake 3 3 
f) sandwiches and a dessert 3 3 
g) type varies with occasion, 
e.g. cocktails and hers 
d'oevres or dessert or 
sandwiches and dessert 5 4 
h) buffet of meats, salads, 
dessert and coffee 5 4 
i) soft drinks or miD<: and 
"make your own" sand-
wiches 2 2 
e. Planni~, financial 
l9. regular financial plans, l9. l9._ 
written, or unwritten, 
partial or total, are 
made: 
a) not at all 2 2 
b) weekly or bi-weekly 2 2 
c) monthly 4 4 
d) yearly 5 5 
lrn "yes" and "no" questions, weight given refers to "yes" reply. 
r ~ I 
Item Parents' Home Own Home 
Response Weight Response Weight 
20. plans f'or major 20. 20. 
--expenditures are 
made f'or period of': 
a) one year or under 3 3 
b) f'ive years 4 4 
c) ten years or more 5 5 
2l. person responsible f'or 2l. 2l. 
plans (mark only one --
letter in each column) 
a) single person who is 
independent 3 3 
b) husband has major 
control 4 4 
c) wif'e has major 
control 2 2 
d) husband and wif'e 
share control 3 3 
e) husband has control, but 
wif'e plans use of' house-
hold and/or personal 
allowance 4 4 
f') all f'amily members 
participate where 
children are of' 
school age 4 3 
22. arrangements f'or handling 22. 22. 
--money 
a) a common purse, no 
checking account 2 2 
b) a joint checking 
account 5 4 
c) household and/or 
personal allowance 
given to recipient 
at regular times 4 3 
d) money must be requested 
f'ram person in control 2 l 
e) checking account 
accessible only to 
one person whether 
husband or wif'e 3 3 
f') independent single 
woman has checking 
account in her name 3 3 
(-r:-; 
Item Parents' Home Own Home 
Response Weight Response Height 
23. attitude most ex- 23. 23. 
pressive of respondent's 
feeling toward the 
future 
a) need to consider 
future while making 
plans for the present 4 5 b) the future can take 
care of itself 1 1 
f. Redecoration of Home 
24. length or-time since 24. 24. 
living roams have had a 
major redecoration. 
(In parents' home, re-
spondent was asked to 
use her senior year in 
college as a base) 
a) six year or less 
since redecoration 4 4 
b) seven years or more 3 2 
25. redecoration of bedrooms 25. 25. 
a) done all at once 5 4 
b) done one at a time, 
though perhaps in 
succession 3 3 
26. person responsible for 26. 26. 
decisions regarding 
decoration (weights for 
graduates) 
a) mother or wife 3 3 
b) husband and wife 3 3 
c) mother with professional 
advice 5 4 
d) college home economics 
student (parental 
approval) 4 
e) children in redecoration 
of their own rooms 3 3 
f) professional decorator 5 5 
g) contractor who built 
house or landlord if 
housing is rented 2 3 
h) family as a group 3 3 
i) husband or father 3 3 j) husband or father with 
professional decorator 5 5 
( 
Item Response Height Response Height 
26. person responsible, 
continued 
(weights for home 
management houses) 
a) an interior decorator 
consulted 5 5 
b) the administrator 3 3 
c) the art department 
or art teacher 4 4 
d) the resident adviser 3 3 
e) students in home 
management house 3 3 
f) students in home 
furnishing class 4 4 
g) combinations of the 
above given highest 
weight indicated 
, ' i 
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR GRADUATEsl 
Code No. __ _ 
PARr B 
Directions: The following are activities that you carry on in homemaking. 
Please put a -11 alongside the activity if you like to do it. Put a - beside 
the activity if you dislike to do it. Leave it blank if you neither like 
nor dislike to do it. 
I. FOOD PREPARATION II. HOUSEKEEPING--Continued 
1. Menus 6. Seasonal cleaning 
2. Market orders 7· Storage of blankets, etc. 
3· fU:Iopping 8. Cleaning closets, bureaus,etc. 
4. Food storage 9· Cleaning cellar 
5. Food preparation 10. Cleaning attic 
6. Baking ll. Care of cellar 
7· Serving III. CARE OF CLOTHING 
8. Dishwashing 1. Assembling clothes for home 
laundry or to send out 
9· Care of garbage 
2. Washing 
10. Birthdays 
3· Hanging clothes to dry 
ll. Holidays 
4. Ironing 
12. other entertaining 
5· Putting clothes away 
II. HOUSEKEEPING 
6. Upkeep, repair, pressing 
1. Assembling equipment 
7· Mending 
2. Care of equipment 
8. Making over 
3· Daily house care 
9· Clothing construction for 
4. Scrubbing floors mother 
father 
5· Weekly cleaning son daughter 
lDevised by Dorothy Greey Van Bortel 
III. CARE OF CLO!'HING--Continued 
lO. Planning clothes to be 
bought 
ll. Shopping for clothes 
l2. storage of winter clothes 
IV. SUPERVISION OF: 
v. 
l. !hysical care of children 
2. "Guidance" of children 
3. Children helping in home 
4. After-school activities 
of children 
5. Saturda;y activities of 
children 
6. Sunda;y and holiday ac-
tivities of children 
7. Cub Scouts, Girl Scouts, 
etc. 
8. Illnesses of children 
9· Child's care of pets 
lO . Child 1 s care of toys, 
books, skates, etc. 
ll. Paid helpl 
MANAGERIAL 
l. Planning work schedules 
2. Planning tilne 
3· Planning finances 
4. Account keeping 
5· P5Png bills 




l. Care of sidewalks 
2. Gardening 
3· Painting 
4. Interior decoration 
5 . Upholstery and slip covers 
6. Rearrangement of :furniture 
7. Letter writing 
VII. EXTRA-H<J.l»lAKKNG 
l. Recreation with other families 
2. Recreation with other cou;ples 
3· Recreation with other women 
4. Recreation with neigj:lbors 





6. Trips to dentist, doctor, 
school, etc. 
litem added by present investigator 
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR GRADUATES 
PART C 
CHAPIN'S SOCIAL srATUS SCALE (Revised)l 
Directions to Visitor (Abbreviated) 
.~ ( 
l. Not all items will be found in arry one home . Entries should 
follow the order and n1.lll1bering indicated. Weights appear in col= at 
right. Disregard weights in recording. All information is confidential. 
2. Where room is used for multi-purposes, record clearly uses 
made and correct scores as follows: l) used as dining room, deduct 6; 
2) used as kitchen, deduct 9; 3) used as bedroom or dining room and 
, kitchen combined, deduct l2; 4) used as bedroom, dining room, and l<:itchen 
combined, deduct l5. 
3· If' item is present, mark one. If' more than l item is present, 
mark 2, 3, etc. If' item is not present, enter zero. Every item should 
have a n1.lll1ber. A blank line means an oversight. 
4. Disregard weights until all schedules are finished. 
5 . Always enter color of' every family. 
6. Description of' items: drape at side or top--each draped window 
gets one point; only a real fireplace (coal, wood, gas, etc.) counts; 
library table--any table not used for serving meals (excludes end tables, 
card tables); if' used as desk, count as one but not both; armchairs, in-
cluding rocking chairs with arms; piano bench not stool or chair; if' no 
bookcases seen, ask if' there is one in another room; sewing machine not 
-2 unless in living room; alarm clock not -2 unless in living room; 
n1.lll1ber of' periodicals bought or subscribed to determined by asking; tele-
phone credited Whether or not in living room, ask if' not seen; radio 
handled lil:e telephone; it is possible for a room to be both spotted, 
stained, and dusty--if' so, mark both items; in question 20, only one item 
gets l, others marked zero; question 2l handled lil<:e question 20. 
7. Total positive scores and deduct penalties. 
lLouis Guttman, "A Revision of' Chapin's Social Status Scale," 
American Sociological Review 7 (l942), PP· 362-369. 
Bart C--continued 
CHAPIN'S SOCIAL STATUS SCALE (Revised) 1 
Revised Tentative Norms 
Class Ranges in Scores Examples 
Upper: upper 250 and over Professional, physician 
lower 200 
- 249 fuall town banker 
Middle: upper 150 
- 199 Factory manager 
lower 100 
- 149 Skilled trades 
Lower: upper 50 - 99 Unemployed, semi-skilled 
lower 0 - 49 Unemployed, unskilled 
1Louis Guttman, "A Revision of Chapin 1 s Social Status Scale," 
American Sociological Review 7 (1942), pp. 362-369. 
PART C--Continued 
Items 
PART I: Material Equipment and Cultural Expression of the 
Living Roam 
1. F.l.oor : soft wood::---
hard wood~--
2 • Ie.rge rug 
3 . Windows ;n"':-;. th:;:-~dr-ape s, each 
4. Fireplace with 3 or more ·~ut=e""n-sl.;-.l.s 
5 . Artificial light : electric ---
kerosene. __ _ 
6. Library table.-::---
7. Armchairs, each. __ _ 
8. Piano bench 
9. Personal-soc'-i-:-al-::-~desk 
10. Bookcases with books'-,-each-.:-__ _ 
ll. Sewing machine 
12. Couch pillows ,·-=-e--ach=~--
13. Alarm clock. __ ~ 
14. Periodicals, each 
15. Newspapers, each'----
16. Telephone. __ _ 
17. Radio __ _ 
PART II: Condition of Articles in Living Roam 
18. Cleanliness of roams and furnishings 
a. spotted or stained 
b. dusty 
c. spotless and dustless 
19. Orderliness of rocm and furnishings 
a. articles thrown about in disorder 
b. articles in place or in usable order 
20. Condition of repair of articles and furnishings 
a. broken, scratched, ~ed, ripped or torn 
b. patched u;p 
c. in good repair and well kept 
21. General impression of good taste 
a. bizarre, clashing, inharmonious or offensive 
b. drab, monotonous, neutral, inoffensive 
c. attractive in a positive we;y, harmonious, quiet 
and restful 
Note multiple uses: living rocm also used as : 
a. dining roam 
b. kitchen 
c. bedrocm 
d. dining roam and kitchen 






































IN.rERVIJ!}l SCHEDULE FOR GRADUATES 
Code No. __ _ 
PART D 
Directions: 'lhe following questions are included in order to give you 
an opportunity to express your feelings about how helpful or unhelpful 
your home economics background has proved to be. In answering, remember 
that as a heme economics student you took courses in many other areas 
such as the physical and social sciences. They should be included in 
your thinking. 
1. In what areas of your present living (professional, personal, home-







Type of Answer 
Considerable breadth and detail included 
Relationships and general principles stressed 
No de~il included 
Skills only mentioned 
Useful, but only in the way any college education would be 
2. What experiences do you wish you had had in your home economics pro-










Could have had but did not elect £!: greater breadth or 
depth desired in one area 
Weight not used 
Greater breadth or depth desired in several areas 
'lhings desired not available in home economics 
a. When you were in college, did you have a realistic conception of 
the costs involved in running a home1 (Circle one) (Yes) (No) 
b. If your answer in part a is yes, explain briefly how you gained 
this realistic viewpoint. 
c. If your answer is no, can you suggest how this wrong impression 








Answer is yes, information gained in college 
Answer is no, could have elected course in college or 
sees possibility of obtaining information in home eco-
nomics courses 
Weight not used 
Answer is yes, information gained at home, not at college 
Answer is no, does not believe information can be gained 
in college 









Yes, due to goals, planning together, etc. 
Yes, though qualified due to size of income or if done 
by one person 
No, due to income and other factors outside family's 
control 
Yes, due to comfortable income, little evidence of thought 
No, due to lack of knowledge or lack of cooperation 
5. Have you experienced (considerable) (same) or (no) frustration (Circle 
the appropriate one) in maintaining or attempting to maintain the 









No frustration, able to achieve standards or independent 
in standards 
Same frustration, evidently accepts standards 
Same or no frustration, rejects standards or is unaware 
of them 
Considerable frustration in one area, rejects or cannot 
achieve 
Considerable frustration in several areas 
6. a. What practices have you adopted as a result of your home manage-
ment house experience? 
Weig!lt Answers 
5 Several practices adopted, organization implied 
4 One general principle adopted 
3 One or two specific practices adopted 
2 Practices reported to be much like those in own home or 
unrealistic 
1 Can thinl<: of none adopted 
b. What practices have you rejected which were typical of the home 








Can think of none 
One or two specific items 
One general principle rejected 
Several general principles rejected 
Whole idea rejected as unrealistic 
7. Is there a time of the dey when you are regularly tired? If 
yes, specifY the time(s) 
8. a. What activity do you find most fatiguing'? 
Why? 








Answers (questions 7 and 8 combined) 
No regular fatigue even thougn most fatiguing task listed 
Fatigue could be expected due to physical nature of job, 
physical handicap, or time of dey 
Recognition of attitudes in relation to fatigue apparent 
Fatigue due to combination of factors including frustration 
Fatigue due to frustration primarily 
9. Of the tasks you plan to accomplish, do you find at the end of the 
dey that: (Check one) 
a. almost no tasks are left undone 
--b. a few tasks are left undone 
__ c. many tasks are left undone 
If many tasks are left undone, check one of the items below 
1. have accomplished other unplanned activities 
---'2. have used more time for planned tasks than anticipated 








Allnost no tasks are left undone 
A few tasks are left undone 
Many tasks left undone, unplanned activities accomplished 
Many tasks left undone, more time used for planned tasks 
than anticipated 
Many tasks left undone, consciously or unconsciously have 
put off planned tasks 
10. a. How would you like to be judged as a homemaker? 







Answers (parts a and b combined) 
Well rounded, people before things, individual as well 
as family included 
People before things, self as an individual not recognized 
People emphasized, little attention to things, or con-
sidered equal 
Order before people 
Efficiency first and foremost 
ll. When you entertain, do you feel you have to serve something "special" 
or ''homemade" because you are a home economist? (Circle one) (Yes) 
(No) 
If answer is yes, check one of the items below: 
a. I enjoy doing it 
b . I do it without thinking consciously about it 
c. I resent the fact I think it is expected of me 
-d. I entertain less often than I would like to because of this 
feeling 
Wei!'):l.t Answers 
5 No, or Yes, b 
4 Yes, a 
3 Yes, d 
2 Yes, c 
1 Wei@:lt not used 
12. Are you aware of any changes which have been made in your parents' 
home and practices as a result of your home economics background? 








Yes, several areas 
Yes, one area 
No, home practices much like home economics practices 
No, family does not like change or no comment 
No, family rejects the ideas 
13. Rate your home economics background from the standpoint of each of 
the areas below: Mark the item: 
1) if you have found it helpful 
2) if you believe it has made no difference 
3) if you have found it inadequate 
4) if you have been unable to maintain standards set in this area 











development as well-rounded individual 
development as a responsible citizen 
preparation for a profession in the field of home economics 
preparation for a profession in other fields (if you have 
worked in another field) specify field~----------­
preparation in homemaking skills 
preparation as a consumer-buyer 
preparation as a mother 
preparation as a ;rife 
preparation as a hostess 
Note: Each raw score was given a weight based on its desirability. The 
weighted scores were then totaled and a final weight was derived for 




Score Height Total Score Final Height 
1 0 0 5 
2 1 1-2 4 
4 2 3-5 3 
3 3 6-7 2 
5 0 8 or more 1 
Have you arry additional comments you would like to add to anything 









Positive with constructive criticism 
Positive with reservations, no suggestions 
No comment 
Entirely critical 
How would you answer the following: 
necessary) 
(Use the back of the page if 








Do the same 
Do the same, worl' harder, broaden courses and contacts 
Take home economics, but choose different major and/or 
electives 
Take another course for professional reasons, would still 
like to have some home economics 
Tal'e another course for personal or professional reasons 
APPENDIX III 
INI'ERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR INSTITUTIONS 
I. Background Information 
PARI' A 
(retrospective) 
Ins. _______ _ 
a. During what period were you a home management resident adviser 
in the institution Which is cooperating in this study? ____ __ 
b. During that period, how frequentl;y did the home management house 
have a major redecoration of the living areas1 ____________ __ 
c. If there was no major redecoration of the living areas during 
the time you were resident adviser, what was the approximate 
year of its most recent redecoration? ____________ _ 
d. During your residency, how frequently were the sleeping quarters 
redecorated1 _________ _ 
e . If there was no major redecoration of the sleeping areas during 
the time you were resident adviser, What was the approximate year 
of their most recent decoration1 __________ _ 
f. When redecorated, were all bedrooms redone at once, or were they 
done one at a time1 ______________ __ 
g. When major redecoration of the living areas of the home manage-
ment house was carried out, were decisions as to the decor made by: 
1. an interior decorator 
2. the administrator 
3 . the institution 1 s art department or art teacher 
4. the resident adviser 
5 • the students 
6. a combination of the above (specify) 
h. When major redecoration of the sleeping areas of the home manage-
ment house was done, were decisions as to the decor made by: 
1. an interior decorator 
2. the administrator 
3. the institution 1 s art department or art teacher 
4. the resident adviser 
5 . the students 
6. a combination of the above (specify) 
lO'T 
JOS 
i. How old were the following pieces of eg_uipr.~ent when you became 
resident adviser? (approximate age) 
1. range years 
2. refrigerator ears 
3. washing machine ears 
4. vacuum cleaner ears 
j. Were any of the above items replaced during your residency? If 
so, in what year or years? (estimate if not absolutely sure) 
l. range ears 
2. refrigerator years 
3. washing machine ears 
4. vacuum cleaner ears 
k. What expenditures in the home management house were planned and 
carried out by students? 
1. How were decisions as to division of responsibility made? 
m. What services were provided by the institution's maintenance 
department? 
n. l. Was any paid service used? 
If yes, for what purposes? 
2. Was paid help supervised by the resident adviser, by students, 
or by both interchangeably? 
II. Practices and Experiences - Same form as for graduates1 
lSee Appendix PP· 
Inst. _______ _ 
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR INsriTUTIONS 
I. Background Information 
PARr A 
(current) 
a. Total nwnber of graduates in home economics: 
l. 1950 __ ; 2. 1951_; 3· 1952. __ ; 4. 1953 __ ; 
5· 1954 __ 
b. Major fields within home economics: 






Name of major, department, 






c. How ma.n;v years have you been a home management resident adviser? 
d. How recently has the home management house had a major redecoration 
of the living areas? (within years) 
e. How recently have the sleeping quarters had major redecoration? 
( years) 
When redecorated were bedrooms done one at a time or all at 
once? 
f. When major redecoration of the living areas was carried out, were 
decisions as to the decor made by: 
Current--Continued 
1. an interior decorator 
2. the administrator 
3. the institution's art department or art teacher 
4. the resident adviser 
5· the students 
6. a combination of the above ( specif'y) 
110 
g. When major redecoration of the sleeping areas of the home 
management house was done, were decisions as to the decor made 
by: 
1. an interior decorator 
2. the administrator 
3. the institution's art department or art teacher 
4. the resident adviser 
5. the students 
6. a combination of the above (specif'y) 
h. How recently have the following pieces of equipment been replaced? 
1. range years 
2. refrigerator ears 
3. washing machine ears 
4. washing machine ears 
5 • vacuum cleaner ___ _, 
i. What expenditures in the home JDIUIIl.gement house are planned and 
carried out by students? 
j. How are decisions as to division of responsibility made? 
k. lihat services are provided by the institution's maintenance 
department? 
1. 1. Is any paid service used? 
If yes, for what purposes? 
2. Is paid help supervised by the resident adviser, by students, 
or by both interchangeably? 
II. Practices and Experiences - same form as for graduatesl 





























EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION CONCERNING FATHER, 
HUSBAND OR SELF, IF SINGLE 
Father Husband or Self 
Education RatingS- Education RatingS-
High school graduate. 4 High school graduate. 4 
High school graduate. . 4 Master's degree. . . 1 
Same high school. . . . 5 College graduate . 2 
Seventh grade . . . . . 6 College graduate. . 2 
Same college. . . . . . 3 College graduate. . . 2 
High school graduate. . 4 Master's degree . . . 1 
College graduate. . . . 2 Bachelor 1 s and law 
degrees . . . . . . 1 
High school graduate. . 4 Master 1 s degree . . . . 1 
High school graduate. . 4 Sane college. . . . 3 
High school graduate Master's degree . . 1 
(English equivalent). 4 
Same college. . . . . . 3 Same college . . . . 3 
Sane high school. . . . 5 College graduate. . . 2 
Same high school. . . . 5 College graduate. . . . 2 
Eighth grade. . . . . . 6 College graduate. . . . 2 
High school graduate. . 4 Same college. . . . . . 3 
College graduate. . . . 2 Master 1 s degree . . . . 1 
Sane college. . . . . . 3 College graduate. . . 2 
College graduate. . . . 2 Doctor's degree . . . . 1 
Same college. . . . . 3 High school graduate. . 4 
College graduate. . . . 2 College graduate. . . . 2 
Eighth grade. . . . . . 6 Medical degree. . . . 1 
Eighth grade. . . . . . 6 Master 1 s degree . . . . 1 
Same college. . . 3 Same college . . . . . . 3 
Same college. . . . . . 3 High school graduate. . 4 
aAugust B. Hollingshead, "Two Factor Index of Social Position," New 
Haven, Conn., 1957, p. 9· 
bRespondent is single. 
lll 
l12 
SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 1. --Continued 
Father Husband or Self 
Code 
Number 
Education RatingS- Education Ratin!f 
30 College graduate. . . . 2 Same college. . . . . 3 
31 High school graduate. . 4 Master 1 s degree . . 1 
32 Elementary school in College graduate. . . . 2 
Russia. . . . . . . . 7 
33 High school graduate. . 4 College graduate. . 2 
34b Master 1 s and law Master's degree . . . . 1 
degrees . . . . . . 1 
35 Ninth grade . . . . . . 6 High school graduate. . 4 
41 Eighth grade • . . . . . 6 College graduate. . . . 2 
42 Eighth grade. . . . . . 6 College graduate. . . 2 
43 Eighth grade . . . . . . 6 College graduate. . . 2 
44 Same college. . . . . 3 College graduate. . . 2 
45 College graduate. . . . 2 College graduate. . . . 2 
46 High school graduate. . 4 College graduate. . . . 2 
47 Eighth grade . . . . . . 6 College graduate. . . 2 
48 Same college. . . . . . 3 College graduate. . . . 2 
49 Same college. . . . . 3 College graduate. . . 2 
50 Same college. . . . . . 3 Same college . . . . . . 3 
51 Same high school. . . . 5 Same college. . . . . . 3 
52 Same college . . . . . . 3 High school graduate. . 4 
53 High school graduate. . 4 Same college. . . . . 3 
54 Same high school. . . . 5 College graduate. . . . 2 
55 Eighth grade. . . . . . 6 Same college. . . . . 3 
aAugust B. Hollingshead, Op.cit. 














OCCUPATIONAL INF<RMATION CONCERNING FATHER, 




yard. • . .• 3a 
City postal super-
visor . . . • • . . 2a 
Farmer $35 ,ooo-
$lOO , 000 . • . • • 2b 
Real tor, under 
$:1.00 1000 • • • • 2b 
Executive director 
city housing 
authority . • • la 
Director of city 
markets • . • la 
Engineer, college 
graduate. • . lc 
Maintenance engineer, 
not college gradu-




Pattern maker • . 5 
Contractor, under 
$35 ,ooo . . . . 3b 
Chauffeur • • • 6 
Auto dealer, under 
$35 ,ooo . . . . 3b 
Railroad worker and 
milk man. . 7 
Owner, trucking conern 
under $35,000 • 3b 
Husband or Self 
Occupation 
Airlines clerk. . 
Dean of girls, high 
school. • • 
Asst. sales manager 







er's representative . 2b 
Regional sales super-
visor, life insurance • 2a 
Lawyer. • . . . lc 
High school teacher . . 2c 
Executive, construction 
firm over $lOO,OOO. . la 
High school teacher • . . 2c 
Farmer, $35,000-$lOO,OOO. 2b 
Auditor, life insurance lc 
Sales manager, national 
concern • . . • • • 2a 
Technical writer, 
electronics . • lc 
High school teacher • • 2c 
aAugust B. Hollingshead, "Two Factor Index of Social Position", 
New Haven, Conn., l957, PP· 3-8. 
bRespondent is single. 

















business of' over 
RatingS-
$100,000 . . • . la 
Sales manager, national 
concern . . . . 2a 
Apple grower, $35 ,000 
-$100,000 • • . . 2b 
Personnel manager • 2a 
Supervisor of' material 
requirement special-
ists, navy ...•. 3a 
Otlner of' resort 
cottages, $50,000 . 2b 
Contractor, under 
$35,000 ••..•• 3b 
Sec.-Treas. of' Stock-
yard. • • • • • la 
Government clerk ••• 4a 
Architect •• . . lc 
Real tor, over $loo,ooo ....•. lb 
Tailor, under $6,000. 4c 
Electrical contractor 
under $35,000 . • 3b 
High school teacher • 2c 
35 Garage proprietor, under 
$35 ,ooo • . . . . 3b 
~f Foreman, jewelry 
factory • . • 5 
42 Retired, formerly 
of'f'ice manager. • • 2a 
43 Asst. foreman, cotton 
mill. • • • . • • • 5 
aAugust B. Hollingshead, Qp.cit. 
bRespondent is single. 
Husband or Self' 
Occupation Ra.tingll 
College instructor. . lc 
District sales manager, 
national concern. . 2a 
Superintendent of' city 
schools . . • • • • la 
Store manager f'or national 
concern . • . 2a 
Sales representative f'or 
jewelry company . . • 3a 
Surgical resident . • • • lc 
Lt. Commander, U.S. Coast 
Guard . . . • • • . la 
Jr. engineer, not a 
college graduate. . . 2c 
Asst. manager of' branch 
store • . . . 3a 
Textile engineer, not a 
college graduate. . 2c 
Guidance counselor in 
high school • • • 2c 
Owner, service business, 
over $35,000. • 2b 
Beer salesman • • . . 4a 
Editor f'or publishing 
concern . . . . . . 2a 
Otmer variety store, 
under $35,000 . . 3b 
Brokerage salesman. . . 2a 
High school teacher . . . 2c 
Insurance underwriter . 3a 
ll5 








Senior accountant. • 2c 
Asst. regional director 
for national concern 2a 
Jewelry tool maker • • 5 
47 :furmer, $35 ,ooo-$loo,ooo ...... 2b 







$35 ,ooo. . . . . . 3b 
Metallurgist • • . . lc 
Be.kery salesman • . • . 4a 
Owner, small business, 
under $3 5 , 000 . . • • 3b 
Advertising agent ••• 3a 
Labor organizer and 
shipping clerk • . 4a 
Sales manager. • • • . 3a 
aAugust B. Hollingshead, Op.cit. 
Husband or Self' 
Occupation Rating8-
College instructor .•••. lc 
High school teacher • . . 2c 
Field rep. for dairy co-
operative and farmer, 
approximately $20,000 . 
Manager of' game farm, 
over $100,000 . . . . 
Project engineer, college 
graduate. . . . . . 
Insurance adjustor. . . 








under $3 5 , 000 . • . . • 3b 
Plastic engineer, not a 
college graduate. • 2c 
Owner, gas station, under 
$35 ,ooo . . . . . 3b 
Officer, manufacturing 
concern between $35,000 
and $100,000 • • . . . 2b 
Engineer, college graduate. lc 
















SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 3 
USEFULNESS OF COLLEGIATE PROORAM AS REVEALED BY 
WEIGHTED ANSWERS TO PARr D OF SCHEDULE" 
Code Numbers 
l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
3 5 4 4 5 5 3 3 3 
4 2 2 4 2 4 2 4 2 
2 2 2 5 3 3 2 2 3 
4 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 3 
3 2 5 2 4 4 5 4 2 
7 9 10 7 8 9 5 10 8 
2 5 5 4 l 2 2 4 l 
5 4 4 3 2 4 4 5 l 
5 5 4 4 4 4 3 3 5 
4 5 5 3 4 4 5 4 5 
2 5 2 2 5 2 2 5 5 
3 4 5 l l 4 4 5 3 
4 4 5 0 5 0 0 0 3 
9 12 15 3 9 15 9 15 6 
57 68 73 47 58 65 51 68 50 
+ 
aSee Appendix, 
hQuestion 6a and 6b are combined in one score. 
11:5 
10 ll 12 
5 4 4 
2 2 4 
3 l 5 
3 5 4 
4 3 5 
8 9 8 
4 4 4 
4 4 5 
3 3 4 
4 4 4 
2 4 2 
4 2 3 
-5 4 0 
12 9 9 
53 63 61 
CQuestions 7 and 8 are combined in one score with top weight of 5. 
~estion 14 is an optional question. 
eQuestion 15 is weighted three times as heavily as other questions. 
SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 3. --Continued 
Code Numbers 
Question 
13 14 15 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 
1 3 4 2 1 3 5 4 4 3 4 5 4 
2 4 2 4 2 4 5 4 4 2 4 4 4 
3 1 2 5 3 3 2 3 5 3 3 2 3 
4 1 5 4 3 5 4 5 3 1 3 4 4 
5a 4 3 3 ~ 3 5 1 4 3 4 5 3 7-~ 4 6 8 9 4 8 7 8 9 10 9 1 4 2 2 4 4 ~ ~ 5 4 9 4 4 4 1 5 4 4 5 
10 2 4 4 3 5 4 5 4 3 4 1 3 
ll 3 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 4 4 5 4 
12 2 5 2 2 2 4 2 3 5 2 2 3 
13 4 1 3 3 4 5 4 5 4 5 5 3 
14C 0 -5 -5 0 4 4 4 5 0 0 0 0 
15d 3 3 9 9 12 6 9 12 3 9 15 12 
Total 42 4o 52 41 65 66 62 70 46 58 68 61 
~uestion 6a and 6b are combined in one score. 
bQuestions 7 and 8 are combined in one score with top weight of 5· 
cQuestion 14 is an optional question. 
~estion 15 is weighted three times as heavily as other questions. 
~ TABLE 3.--Continued 
Code Numbers 
Question 
30 31 32 33 34 35 41 42 43 44 45 46 
1 3 1 4 3 4 3 3 2 4 3 3 5 
2 4 5 4 4 2 4 2 4 4 2 2 2 
3 2 3 1 3 5 5 3 3 1 3 3 5 
4 5 4 4 5 3 4 5 3 5 3 1 5 
~a ~ 5 2 4 5 5 3 2 2 5 3 2 10 7 8 9 8 4 8 8 10 9 10 
7-8b 5 4 1 4 5 4 3 4 2 5 3 2 
9 4 4 2 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 
10 4 4 4 5 3 4 2 5 3 5 3 2 
11 5 4 5 5 5 4 3 5 5 4 5 5 
12 3 4 4 2 4 2 2 2 5 5 5 4 
13 3 4 5 2 3 4 3 2 3 5 5 5 
14C 0 0 0 5 4 0 0 5 4 0 0 0 
15d 15 15 12 9 9 9 9 12 12 6 9 9 
Total 66 67 53 58 65 61 46 61 62 6o 55 6o 
aQuestion 6a and 6b are combined in one score. 
bQuestions 7 and 8 are combined in one score with top weight of 5· 
CQuestion 14 is an optional question. 
dQuestion 15 is weighted three times as heavily as other questions. 
I I 




47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 
1 5 4 3 5 4 4 4 4 3 
2 2 4 4 4 5 4 2 4 2 
3 5 3 3 2 5 2 2 3 3 
4 5 5 3 5 5 5 4 5 3 
5 2 5 2 5 4 4 5 4 5 
7-~ 7 10 4 10 10 7 5 9 4 1 3 3 2 4 3 5 3 
9 4 5 4 5 4 4 5 4 5 
10 2 4 4 5 3 4 5 5 2 
11 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 
12 2 5 4 5 5 4 2 4 2 
13 5 5 4 5 3 3 5 5 3 
14c 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
15d 9 12 12 12 15 9 15 12 3 
Total 53 69 55 70 72 57 64 67 47 
~estion 6a and 6b are combined in one score. 
bQuestions 7 and 8 are combined in one score with top weight of 5· 
c~stion 14 is an optional question. 





Indian Lake Shores 
WS.:~:efield, Rhode Island 
May 13, 19Eo 
As a. doctoral candidate in the School of Education at Boston 
University, I am carrying out a. research project which I believe can 
be helpful in suggesting how collegiate home economics programs can 
be even more helpful to graduates than they now are. The purpose of 
the study is to determine how great are the differences between the 
pattern of living implied in the college program and the patterns of 
the students enrolled, and the extent to which these differences affect 
the usefulness of the program to students after their graduation. 
College is one of the institutions 
which have agreed to cooperate in the study. You have been chosen from 
the graduates who have been out of school between five and ten years, 
who have lived in the home management house, and who are now living in 
southern New England. , head of the department, 
has shown considerable interest in the study and has given me permission 
to say that she urges you to cooperate. I am sure your contribution 
will be a valuable one. 
Of course, you need to know more about what is involved before you 
can decide whether or not you are willing to participate. The informa-
tion, which will require no previous preparation on your part and which 
will be confidential, will be gathered in a single interview in your 
home. This will require between one and a half and two hours. 
I plan to be in on If you are willing 
to participate, I hope it will be possible for us to meet then. Will 
you please fill out the enclosed blank and return it to me in the self-
addressed envelope provided, even though it is not possible for you to 
help. In this way, my records will be complete. I do hope you will be 
willing to help. 
]20 
, I 




Elizabeth W. Crandall (Mrs.) 
Associate Professor of 
Home Economics 
University of Rhode Islam 
121 
I I 
PANEL OF HG1E ECONC~;JISTS 
Dr. Henrietta Fleck, Chairman, Department of Home Economics, New Yorl<: 
University. 
Dr. Irma H. Gross, Professor Emeritus, Vdchigan State University, 
formerly Head of Department of Home Management and Child 
Development. 
Dr. Mary Lee Hurt, Office of Education, U. S. Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare. 
Dr. Marjorie Knoll, Department of Household Economics and Management, 
New York state College of Home Economics, Cornell University. 




Dr. Irma H. Gross 
8522 Lemon Avenue 
La Mesa, California 
Dear Dr. Gross: 
University of Rhode Island 
Kingston, Rhode Island 
December 16, 1959 
At present, I am working toward the degree of Doctor of 
Education at Boston University. The plan for my dissertation has been 
approved, and I am now ready to implement that plan. The purposes of 
the study are to identifY the socio-economic level implicit in three 
New England collegiate home economics programs as well as the socio-
economic status of their students, and to determine the extent to 
which the distance between the two levels affects the usefUlness of 
the program to the student after her graduation. 
I am writing to ask your help in determining the weighting to 
be given a number of items in developing a socio-economic rating for 
both institutions and individuals. I have chosen you as a member of 
my five-member jury because you have had considerable contact with 
the concept of socio-economic levels and their implications for home-
making practices. 
Before you can answer whether or not you are willing to cooperate, 
I am sure you will want to know more about the study. The respondents 
chosen will have been graduated not less than five nor more than ten 
years. The information will be secured in an interview in the 
graduate 1 s home. Practices in the home management houses of the 
respective institutions will be used as an index to the socio-economic 
level of the institutions. Respondents will be chosen at random from 
the graduates of the participating institutions who are living in 
southern New England (to make travel to their homes feasible) and who 
have had home management residence experience. 
I plan to use four different instruments: A) An interview 
schedule will give information for purposes of classification and for 
determining the socio-economic status of the graduate 1 s family at the 
time she was in college and of her present situation. B) A rating 
scale of attitudes toward homemaking ·activities devised by Dr. Dorothy 
Greey Van Bortel in her study of homemakers from two different social 
classes will be used in this study to indicate the usefulness of the 
program to the individual. C) Chapin's Social Status Scale which is 
based on observation of the respondent's living room, its contents and 
their condition will be of particular help in classifYing the respondent's 
present socio-economic level since the validity and reliability of the 
scale have been established. D) A questionnaire will be filled out by 
the graduate to determine her subjective rating of the effectiveness 
of her college background in preparing her for her present role(s). 
It is in the weighting of items in part II of Schedule A that I 
am requesting your assistance. Twenty-four groups of items covering 
material possessions, the amount of conscious planning and those "Who 
participate, the amount of paid help available and/or desired, and 
practices in the home related to food are included in this schedule. 
Each possible answer is to be weighted on a 5 point scale although it 
is not necessary that the entire range of weights be used in a given 
group of items. A weighting of 5 would indicate that this practice is 
typical of a relatively high socio-economic level; a weighting of 1 
would indicate the practice is typical of a low socio-economic level. 
Weightings of 2 and 4 would be matters of degree. A weighting of 3, 
however, would indicate that the practice is so widespread as not to 
differentiate between levels. Although for the purposes of this study, 
internal consistency is most important, it will be fruitful to compare 
the ratings derived from this schedule with those derived from the 
Chapin scale "Which is also to be used. 
I em enclosing copies of the four pages of the schedule "Which 
cover these items. Will you weight each of the items as you judge its 
significance in reflecting socio-economic level? If you wish to justifY 
any of your weightings, please feel free to do so. If you have carmnents 
on the wording of the items, I would appreciate them. If you feel very 
significant practices have been omitted, please suggest them. I hope 
that one vote by the panel will be sufficient. If wide divergences 
occur, I shall have to consult you again. 
I would appreciate your letting me know by return mail using the 
enclosed self-addressed postcard "Whether or not you are willing to 
participate in the weighting panel. Because the group is small, I shall 
have to replace any who are unable to participate. 
If you are willing to participate, may I count on your ratings by 
January 15, 196::>? 
I know well how busy you are, but I hope it will be possible for 





Elizabeth W. Crandall (Mrs. ) 
Associate Professor of 
Home Economics 
I I 
Dr. Irma H. Gross 
8522 Lemon Ave. 
La Mesa, California 
Dear Dr. Gross : 
Indian Lake ::heres 
Wakefield, Rhode Island 
February 28, l96o 
I have recorded your weights indicating the status significance of 
the various items in 7JIY interview schedule (Part A II) and, as is to be 
expected, the agreement among the five panel members is not decisive in 
all items. The material enclosed with this letter carries proposed 
weights for same items based on panel weights, blanks for those on which 
it is necessary to ask you to react again, plus a few new or reworded 
items. 
In 54 items for the year l96o and l6 items for l950, f'ram three to 
five of the panel members agreed upon a single weight the item. One panel 
member did not propose weights for l950. It was evident that the group 
felt less secure in weighting the items in retrospect. The remaining 
items on which fewer than three members agreed were then checked to see 
if there was a trend toward high or low status. In the case of compari-
sons of the same item in l950 and l96o, note was made of shifts in trends 
in order that such shifts could be noted in the weightings for the two 
years. 
After discussing the matter with 7JIY major adviser, Dr. Gene D. 







Item agreed upon 
by panel as show-
ing high status 
Item tends to 
indicate high 
status 
Basis for weighting 
Four or 5 members of panel agree, even 
though original weight agreed upon was 
4, with the exception noted under 4 below, 
or panel members not in agreement, but all 
individual weights are 4 or above 
Panel members not in agreement, but all 
weights recorded are 3 or above, _£!: panel 









Item will not 
dif'f'erentiate 
between low and 
high status 
either because 
it is typical 
of' all groups 
or because it 
is typical of' 
middle-middle 
class 
Item tends to 
indicate low 
status 
Item is agreed 




Basis for weighting 
weight of' 4 is used to show changes be-
tween the two time periods, .2!: only 3 
panel members agree and their weight is 4 
Three, 4, or 5 panel members agree on a 
weight of' 3, _2!: weights cluster around 3 
with an equal number of' weights of' 2 and 4. 
Panel members not in agreement, but all 
weights recorded are 3 or below, or panel 
agrees upon a low status, but a weight of 
2 is used to show change between time peri-
ods, or only 3 panel members agree and their 
weightis 2 
Four or 5 members of' panel agree, even 
though original weight agreed upon was 2, 
with the exception noted under 2 above. 
A number of' you suggested that same items be deleted or combined 
with others because they would not differentiate between status groups. 
Dr. Hlillips and I are agreed that most of' them should be included so 
that the graduate will have a chance to report what may be her typical--
though non-dif'f'erentiating--pattern. Too, the advisers in the home 
management houses at the three institutions will report on these same 
practices. This may give some pertinent comparisons. Some items, how-
ever, have been eliminated because it is evident that they are not pertinent 
or they are ambiguous and would require too much explanation. For example, 
the item dealing with whether or not the graduate f'eels she must have home 
made or "special" refreshments will be used in open-end questions designed 
to determine how great or how little has been the graduate's satisfaction 
in her home economics background. 
I have tried to interpret the overall reaction of' the panel accu-
rately, and I hope you will f'ind the proposed weights acceptable. If you 
cannot "go along" with a proposed weight, please cross it out, write in 
your proposed weight, and brief'ly give your reasons. If' you accept the 
bases I have used f'or collating the weights, I shall continue to use the 
same method. I am aware that the 5 scores now represent degree of agree-
ment of' the panel on the status significance of a particular item in 
I I 
differentiating between high, low, and middle or non-differentiating 
items rather than representing 5 different status levels. Nevertheless, 
I believe it will be useful in the study. 
I am returning your original material to you so that you will have 
your own record as you consider the proposed weights. These will need 
to be returned for moc records. I am enclosing a self-addressed envelope 
with sufficient postage to return the materials to me. If it is at all 
possible, I would appreciate having your answer by March 10. 
Thank you again for your help. I am deeply indebted to you. 
Sincerely, 
Elizabeth W. Crandall 
Enc. 3 
Dr. Inna H. Gross 
8522 Lemon Ave. 
La Mesa, California 
Dear Dr. Gross : 
128 
Indian Lake Shores 
Wakefield, Rhode Island 
January 25, 1961 
I am in the process of tabulating the data for my doctoral 
dissertation in relation to which you graciously participated in a 
panel determining weights to be given certain responses. As you may 
recall, the weights for one question were to be determined after the 
data had been classified. One small group of questions was added 
after my correspondence with you, and, in one or two cases, the 
proposed weights did not cover all the logical classifications 
resulting from the data. 
A Sheet with items for which new weights are needed is enclosed. 
Please fill in each blank with the weight which you consider appropriate. 
I have included related items and their weights so that you ma;y see the 
new items in perspective . 
The same rating system will be used as before: 
5 indicates a relatively high socio-economic rating 
1 indicates a low socio-economic rating 
3 indicates that the practice is so widespread that it does 
not differentiate 
2 and 4 are intermediate ratings 
I Shall s'Uimllarize the weights as agreed upon earlier. 
I would very much appreciate hearing from you by February 15. 
Sincerely, 
Elizabeth W. Crandall (Mrs. ) 
Associate Professor ~of 
1Iome Economics 
University of Rhode Island 
Dr. Charles H. Page, Editor 
American Sociological Review 
Smith College 
Northampton, Mass. 
Dear Dr. Page : 
1049 Beacon Street 
Brookline, Mass. 
May 6, 1958 
I am planning a research project which I expect to carry out in 
partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of 
Education at Boston University. I hope to use the revised version of 
Chapin's Social status Scale as one of rrry instruments. The revised 
scale was published in an article by Louis A. Guttman in the American 
Sociological Review 7, (1942), pp. 362-369. My purpose in writing to 
you is to determine whether or not the scale is copyrighted, and, if 
so, to whom I Should write to secure permission to use it. 
Thank you for your help. I am enclosing a self-addressed stamped 
envelope for your convenience. 
Sincerely, 
(Mrs.) Elizabeth W. Crandall 
THE AMERICAN SOCIOLOOICAL SOCIETY 
NEW YORK UNIVERSITY 
Washington Square, New York 3, N. Y. 
Telephone: SPring 7-2000 
Mrs. Elizabeth W. Crandall 
1049 Beacon street 
Brookline, Mass. 
Dear Mrs. Crandall: 
May 12, 1958 
The American Sociological Society is pleased to grant permission to 
reprint material from the American Sociological Review as specified in 
your communication of May 6, 1958 subject to the following conditions: 
You will obtain permission from the author(s). 
You will include the usual acknowledgements to the author and to 
the Review. 
You understand that this permission applied only to your current 
edition, and that permission for any future editions must be 
re-negotiated with the Society. 
MWR:ma 
Yours truly, 
Matilda White Riley 
Executive Officer 
1049 Beacon Street 
Brookline, Mass. 
June 11, 1958 
Louis Guttman, Scientific Director 
The Israel Institute of Applied Social Research 
Jerusalem, Israel 
Dear Dr. Guttman: 
I am planning a research project which I expect to carry out in partial 
fUlfillment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Education 
at Boston University. I hope to use your revised version of Chapin's 
Social Status Scale as one of rey instruments. The American Sociological 
Society, publisher. of the American Sociological Review, has granted 
permission to use the revision which you no doubt remember was printed 
in that periodical in 1942, subject to your permission. 
I do hope you will be willing for me to use the scale. I am enclosing 
a self-addressed stamped envelope for your convenience. 
Sincerely, 
Elizabeth W. Crandall (Mrs.) 
Associate Professor of Home Economics 
University of Rhode Island 
Kingston, Rhode Island 
July 7, 1958 
Mrs. Elizabeth W. Cra.nda.ll 
Associate Professor of Home Economics 
University of Rhode Island 
Kingston, Rhode Island 
Dear Mrs. Crandall: 
132 
In reply to your letter of June 11, I would be pleased for you to make 
what use you can of my revision of Chapin's social status scale. 
Actually, I only suggested a new set of weights. The items themselves 
remain Chapin's work. 
Sincerely, 
Louis Guttman 
Dr. Dorothy Greey Van Bortel 
5617 Dorchester 
Chicago 37, Illinois 
Dear Dr. Van Bortel: 
March 21, 1961 
Since you have been familiar with my plans for my doctoral 
dissertation, you have been aware of my intention to use the instrument 
you devised for your own dissertation, Homemaking: Concepts, Practices 
and Attitudes in Two Social Classes, entitled "Rating Scale of Home-
making Activities. 
In discussing my findings, I wish to refer to and perhaps to 
duplicate table 18, page 157, of your thesis. 
I am now writing to ask your formal permission to use both the 
instrument and the table noted above. I can assure you that recognition 
of the source of both items will be acknowledged. 
FMC/jc 
Sincerely, 
Elizabeth W. Crandall (Mrs. ) 
Associate Professor 
Home Econanics 
CEREAL INS T IT UTE, Inc. 
135 South LaSalle street • Chicago 3 . STate 2-714o 
DORO!'HY G. VAN BORTEL, 1'h. D. 
Home Economics Director 
April 4, 1961 
Dear Liz: 
Of course, you ma:y have ruy permission to reproduce the instrument from 
ruy dissertation, Homemaking: Concepts, Practices, and Attitudes in 
Two Social Classes, entitled "Rating Scale of Homemaking Activiues." 
You ma:y also refer to and duplicate, if desired, table 18, page 157. 
Sincerely, 
Dr. F. stuart Chapin 
l,o &erwood Drive 
Asheville, North Carolina 
Dear Dr. Chapin: 
Indian Ieke Shores 
Wakefield, Rhode Island 
July 7, 1961 
In partial fUlfillment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor 
of Education at Boston University, I have made a study of collegiate 
home economics programs involving a socio-economic rating of each of the 
graduates who served as a respondent. I used three indices to their 
socio-economic status: 1) Hollingshead's two factor index of social 
position based on level of education and occupation, 2) an instrument 
which I devised based on home practices and experiences with weightings 
determined by a panel of home economists, and, 3) with the prior permission 
of Dr. Guttman and the .American Sociological Society in whose Review it 
was published, the former's revised version of your social scale based on 
the content and condition of the respondent's living room. Each index 
was used separately to determine whether there was a significant relation 
between the rating and the graduate's assessment of the usefulness of 
the collegiate program to her. 
I have been most remiss in not writing you before proceeding to 
ask your permission to use the scale for, as Dr. Guttman pointed out, 
the original items are yours. I hope that you are willing to give your 
permission. &ould you refuse, I will, of course, delete any reference 
to the scale from nry dissertation. 
Very truly yours, 
Elizabeth W. Crandall (Mrs.) 
Associate Professor in Home Economics 
The University of Rhode Island 
F. Stuart Chapin 
Research Consultant 
4o Shorewood Dr. , Asheville, N. C. 
Mrs • E • W. Crandall, 
Indian Lake Shores, 
Wakefield, R. I. 
Dear Mrs. Crandall : 
ll July l96l 
Thank you for your letter of July 7th. I was interested to learn 
of your research using the Guttman scores on my Social Status Scale. 
Certainly you have my permission to use this scale, merely the 
mention of my name identifYing authorship is sufficient. 
Shortly after Louis Guttman published his new weights I rescored 
same earlier data on the reweighting (not the cases he used but a new 
set) and found that for some situations the old weighting differentiated 
more decisively. However this ma;y be I should like to hear from you 
again to learn how it worked out for you. 
Cordially yours, 
F. Stuart Chapin 
Dr. August B. Hollingshead 
1965 Yale Station 
New Haven, Connecticut 
Dear Dr. Hollingshead: 
Indian Lake Shores 
Wakefield, Rhode Island 
July 7, 1961 
On October 1, 1959, I wrote asking your permission to use your 
two factor index of social position in the research problem which I 
have since carried out in partial fulfilllllent of the requirements for 
the degree of Doctor of Education at Boston University. At that time, 
you sent me a copy of the index. I asswned that this implied your 
permission to use the material. However, in order to be sure that 
there is no impropriety in my using it, I would appreciate a written 
statement granting your permission. 
~ investi~tion was a study of selected collegiate home 
economics programs and involved establishing a socio-economic rating 
for each of the graduates who was a respondent. I f01.Uld your index 
very useful. 
Sincerely, 
Elizabeth W. Crandall (Mrs.) 
Associate Professor in 
Home Economics 
The University of Rhode Island 
YALE UNIVERSITY 
Department of Sociology 
New Haven, Connecticut 
AUGUST B. HOLLINGSHEAD, Chairman 
Mrs. Elizabeth W. Crandall 
Indian Lake Shores 
Wakefield, Rhode Island 
Dear Mrs . Crandall: 
Jul;y ll, 1961 
l:.~~. 
1965 Yale Station 
You certainly have rrry permission to use the "Two Factor Index 
of Social Position" in your doctoral dissertation. I am pleased that 
you found it usef'u.l in your work. 
Sincerely yours, 
A. B. Hollingshead 
ABH:dgt 
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